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Foreword

The release of this report and database is part of our commitment to "democratizing" 
basic data systems—making them available to other researchers, private firms, local 
governments, community based groups, and anyone with an interest in the future of 
America’s cities. This publication is just one element of the Department’s continuing 
effort to work in partnership with local governments, private firms, and the growing 
network of community-based organizations to build healthy cities that are critical to a 
strong Nation.

The State of the Nation’s Cities report is based on a database of 77 American cities and 
their metropolitan areas, including the Nation’s 50 largest cities and a number of smaller 
urban areas. It includes approximately 1500 variables, together presenting a 
comprehensive description of social and economic conditions in America’s urban centers. 
This is the first database of its kind to provide comparable information for so many 
American cities over a 25-year period.

I am pleased to present State of the Nation’s Cities: America’s Changing Urban Life, a 
report about U.S. cities prepared by the Center for Urban Policy Research at Rutgers 
University. The report places cities within the context of long-term economic and social 
transformations that have been occurring in the U.S. and world economy and analyzes 
several important changes in American metropolitan areas over the past 25 years.

Michael A Stegman
Assistant Secretary for Policy 
Development and Research

As part of the U.S. preparations for Habitat II: the Second Global Conference on 
Human Settlements, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development decided 
to make the collection of city-level information a priority. State of the Nation’s Cities is 
part of an international effort to formulate comparable urban indicators for both the 
developed and developing nations. The United Nations is compiling a global indicators 
database that includes information on key urban and housing conditions in several 
American cities.

Information is power. It enables individuals and organizations to participate more 
effectively in local decision-making. Community-based organizations can use this data for 
local planning and strategizing, funding applications, and monitoring local conditions.
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Introduction

a wide array of other variables that are of importance to policymakers and analysts.

1

This database will provide a valuable resource for the United Nations' 

Second Conference on Human Settlements (Habitat II), to be held in Istanbul in 

June 1996. As part of the United States' country report for the conference, the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) asked Rutgers University 

to assemble a database on American cities. This database presents information 

consistent with the needs of HUD and the Habitat II conference but also contains

This report provides a summary and overview of a comprehensive database 

on 77 American cities (Figure 1). Defined to include the Nation's 50 largest cities 

as well as a number of smaller urban areas, this database contains information on 

the most important cities from the standpoint of national urban policy.1 Taken 

together, the urban regions in the Center for Urban Policy Research (CUPR) 

database comprise a 1990 population of some 138 million, about 69 percent of the 

U.S. metropolitan total.

America's cities and suburbs have undergone dramatic changes since the 

1970's. The transformation of city life was strongly affected by major shifts in the 

places people live, the industries in which they find work, and the level and 

stability of income they earn. In the process of these social and economic changes, 

the form and function of cities themselves was altered, and connections among 

cities and relations between different neighborhoods inside urban areas were 

drastically reshaped.

Version 1.0 of the CUPR database includes approximately 1,400 variables 

that present a comprehensive description of social and economic conditions in
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1.

2.

3.

4.

Fiscal Conditions and the Public Sector, overall fiscal con-5.

3

America's urban centers. These variables were drawn from a wide array of sources, 

and every effort was made to facilitate their comparability over time. For most 

subjects, therefore, the database provides information on central cities as well as 

their surrounding metropolitan areas. These areas are defined so as to remain 

comparable over time. This data set is one of the most comprehensive available for 

U.S. cities and metropolitan areas.

The comprehensive array of variables in this volume includes data divided 

into six categories:

Poverty and Income Distribution-, poverty rates by race and gen­

der, income distribution, and underclass status.

ditions, revenues, expenditures, transfer payments, infrastructure, 

debt, educational attainment, and voting patterns.

Housing and Land Use-, housing stock, housing production, 

crowded housing, homeownership rates, tenure, age of housing, 

affordability, and land-use patterns.

Demographic Factors: birth rates; population and population 

growth; population by race, gender, and ethnicity; population 

segregation; number and growth of households; migration; and 

age structure of the population.

Employment and Economic Development: employment and em­

ployment growth by industry, gross metropolitan product, retail 

sales, cost of living, and unemployment.
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The Context of Urban Change

4

Our goal in the body of this report is to present only the highlights of the 

state of the nation's cities. Most of the nearly 100 tables appear in the appendix. To 

make these data more understandable, we discuss the context within which 

American cities have developed since 1970. This context includes changes in the 

international and national economies and other circumstances that have altered the

6. Social, Environmental, Health, and Other Indicators: death 

rates by cause, rates of illness (including AIDS), crime, energy 

costs; and air and water pollution.

spatial dimensions of economic and social life in America's cities. These changes 

have affected the movements of people around the country in search of better jobs 

and places to live. These migrants-some from foreign countries-perpetuate the 

dynamic that is transforming the American urban landscape.

During the past 25 years, many different factors have affected the 

development of U.S. cities. These included changes in the international economy, 

national economic growth, relative shifts of employment and production among 

industries, advances in technology, and a variety of other demographic and social 

transformations. Each of these factors has had differential effects on the spatial 

dispersion of people and jobs. In response to these broad forces of economic and 

social history, firms and families relocated from city to city, from city to suburb, 

and from region to region.2 Cities and their suburbs changed economically and 

demographically. We discuss the effects of these contemporaneous forces through 

the presentation of our data.
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Vast increases in international trade and investment and significant 

technological change resulted in the dispersal of economic activity around the 

globe and profoundly altered the nature of work and urban development.

Foreign investors and traders continue to come to this country to tap its $6 

trillion market for goods and services, its technology, and its skilled labor. 

Simultaneously, American firms went abroad in search of foreign markets and, in 

some industries, low-wage workers to reduce production costs. As a result of this 

internationalization, Americans increasingly work for multinational corporations 

that have fewer ties to localities than home-grown companies. Multinational 

corporations appear to open and close facilities much more rapidly than local 

companies. As result, for some workers, layoffs and "downsizing"—a phenomenon 

that has grown in the 1990's—have become comrhon. Many workers find 

themselves in less secure economic situations in the 1990's than ever before. Even 

such stable employers as public utilities, governments, universities, and financial 

service firms are cutting payrolls. Thus, communities have less security as plants 

and offices open and close more rapidly than previously. This has left many cities 

with fewer jobs and deteriorating tax bases to pay for local services.

The growth of the international economy has been one of the most important 

economic phenomena affecting the U.S. economy. Between 1970 and 1994, U.S. 

exports increased by more than a factor of ten, from $42 billion to $457 billion.3 

Imports grew even faster. Put another way, international trade nearly doubled (to 

almost 13 percent) its share of gross domestic product (GDP) between 1970 and 

1992. At the same time, foreign direct investment swelled enormously, especially 

during the 1980's. In 1970, foreigners owned $6 billion in assets in the United 

States. By 1993, they controlled $231 billion of plant, equipment, and other assets.4
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I

Simultaneously, new technologies altered work. In particular, advances in 

computers and telecommunications opened up new places across the globe in 

which production and marketing could easily be introduced. Consequently, 

multinational corporations gained far more freedom to relocate jobs to areas of 

lowest cost and maximum market potential. Internationalization, also facilitated by 

new production technologies, thus changed the face of work-and, as we will see 

later-the face of American cities. Those cities that successfully established 

themselves within the changing international system gained jobs and population; 

those that did not adjust were left behind.

Global trade has brought with it what economists call "international factor 

price equalization." That is, employers will pay roughly equal productivity- 

adjusted wages for similarly skilled workers in all parts of the world. In the United 

States (and other developed countries), this has resulted in low-skilled workers 

wages decreasing relative to high-skilled workers. The workers at the low end of 

the spectrum have had their wages pulled down toward those in developing 

countries, with whom they find themselves competing in global labor markets.

Commensurate with changes in the international economy, there have been 

shifts in employment and production within the U.S. economy. Some cities 

gained and others lost as a result of these shifts.

Several changes in industrial structure occurred during the past quarter 

century. First, there was a decline of manufacturing and a sharp increase in non­

manufacturing employment. In 1970, manufacturing employment stood at 19.3 

million-27 percent of all workers. By 1993, only 16 percent of Americans had jobs 

in manufacturing-a total of 18 million workers. This process of "deindustriali­

zation" was broadly felt throughout the economy.5 The decline of manufacturing
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employment resulted from many factors, including the pressures of international 

competition and increases in productivity that reduced the demand for workers.

But there are other kinds of service jobs—what U.S. Labor Secretary Robert 

Reich calls "symbolic-analytic services"—that are far different from the kinds of 

jobs in retail trade. These services, which include "all the problem-solving and 

strategic brokering activities" employ research scientists, design engineers, bio- 

technical engineers, management information specialists, public relations 

executives, and others. Importantly, these jobs are high-paying and "can be traded 

worldwide and thus must compete with foreign producers even in the American 

market."6 It is these sorts of jobs at which many in this country have excelled and 

that have been consequential to the growth of the U.S. economy in the past decade.

At the same time, the service industries grew rapidly. Their share of 

employment rose from 67 percent to 79 percent between 1970 and 1993. The 

service industries include a broad array of jobs. Some, like many in retail trade, are 

low-paying and lack advancement prospects; an increasing proportion are also part- 

time with few, if any, employee benefits. Real wages in these jobs have declined 

over time in many of these industries and, in general, continue to pay less than 

those in manufacturing.

Manufacturing traditionally provided relatively good jobs for people with 

modest skills. These jobs carried with them middle-class wages and benefits that 

increased steadily from the 1940's onward. With the decline of manufacturing, 

many middle-income workers found themselves in lower-paying jobs in other 

industries and in other professions. Cities specializing in manufacturing—many in 

the Northeast and Midwest—suffered serious employment loss as a result of 

manufacturing declines.
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The growth of personal income slowed and the distribution of income became 
more unequal.

There have been changes in the growth and distribution of income. The 

standard of living doubled in the quarter century following World War II. Between 

1948 and 1973, average real compensation-adjusted for changes in prices—rose by 
3 percent annually.9 That great burst of economic growth ended in the 1970's.

Many of the symbolic-analytic jobs that Reich and others have defined are 

part of the "producer services" industry. These intermediate services are supplied 

to companies, governments, and nonprofit organizations, rather than directly to 

consumers.7 Producer services have grown dramatically over the past 2 decades, 

reflecting fundamental changes in corporate structure and relations among firms. 

Large, integrated organizational structures predominant until the late 1960's have 

been replaced by practices more conducive to "flexible" accumulation: 

subcontracting, "outsourcing," and just-in-time production techniques allow 

companies to minimize overhead costs, target highly specialized market needs, and 

respond quickly to changes in demand.

While the splintering of old corporate structures into more flexible 

arrangements has threatened job security in many areas, cities with the right mix 

of skilled workers, entrepreneurial capital, and interfirm linkages have been able 

to profit from the dramatic growth of producer services. The business districts of 

many cities with high concentrations of producer services have been growing 

quickly, leading the Nation's transformation toward service production. Important 

centers for advanced corporate and producer services include the large banking and 

corporate headquarters cities. These cities have been gaining employment in 

producer services while losing jobs in manufacturing. Other cities, tied more 

completely to manufacturing than to growing services, have been losing ground.8
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Family incomes would have declined further had there not been a dramatic 

increase in two-worker families to compensate for the loss of earnings of what had 

been the (generally) male "breadwinner" in earlier years. Between 1973 and 1992, 

the real income of males declined by 14 percent, from $24,663 to $21,102. The 

unprecedented number of women entering the labor force at increasing wages 

served to keep family incomes from falling. The net effect of these two trends was 

approximately unchanged real family earnings over time. Thus, for most people in 

the last 20 years, the "American Dream" of increasing living standards was denied.

Another important change in income trends emerged in the 1970's: decades 

of narrowing income differentials ended. While American families' incomes 

increased during the first 30 years after World War II, income inequalities across 

the strata of American society narrowed. Beginning in the mid-1970's, however, 

incomes not only grew more slowly, they also became more unequally 

distributed." The dimensions of the increase in U.S. interpersonal inequality in the 

1970's and 1980's have indeed been substantial. The average real incomes of 

families in the lowest quintile declined by 2.1 percent between 1979 and 1989,12 

at the same time the income of families in the top quintile grew by 13.9 percent. 

The middle class declined as the proportion of both lower-income and upper­

income families increased.13

During the last 2 decades, incomes grew more slowly than they had previously: 

between 1973 and 1993, the annual increase in compensation was only 0.7 percent 

a year. Figure 2 shows median household income for different ethnic and racial 

groups between 1973 and 1993. For all groups, the level of real income changed 

very little. The consequences of stagnant income growth were stark—had the 1948- 

1973 growth rate continued over the next 20 years, full-time workers would have 

been paid an average of $62,400 in 1993; instead, they earned only $40,000. 10
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No single factor accounts for the many complex changes in the distribution 

of income, but there are several explanations-none of which paints the complete 

picture. Some of the most widely cited causes follow.

Deindustrialization may have increased inequality, because there are 

wider variations in earnings in the service industries than in manufac­

turing. For workers without specialized knowledge or formal edu­

cation, manufacturing previously had provided relatively high (and 

stable) earnings. The loss of these jobs closed off a significant avenue

Changes in technology permitted workers with specialized knowl­

edge and skills to receive higher earnings, whereas the same techno­

logical trends reduced the demand for low-skilled workers.

Essentially, the only winners in the labor market were the upper 20 percent 

of earners. Nearly everyone else lost ground. Differences grew among many 

groups: younger workers gained less than older ones, the gap between the less 

educated and the more educated widened, and blacks and Hispanics lagged whites. 

Moreover, income differentials grew not only between income and demographic 

groups (e.g., college-educated versus those with high school diplomas), they 

increased among them as well (e.g., among high school graduates). Therefore, 

economic divisions among income groups of Americans increased over time.

Changes in the income distribution and the slow growth of income during 

the 1970's and 1980’s had mixed effects on the relationships between racial and 

ethnic groups. The ratio of black to white incomes was virtually unchanged (at 

about 57-58 percent) between 1973 and 1993. On the other hand, Hispanics lost 

ground to whites: their incomes fell from 74 percent of whites income in 1973 to 

69 percent in 1993 (see Figure 3).14 This resulted partially from the influx of poor 

immigrants from developing countries.
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Poverty increased and reductions in poverty became less responsive to the growth 

of national income and production. Urban poverty remained high.

Declining unionization is another possible explanation. Unions tend 

to induce greater equality among their constituents, particularly 

among male workers.

of opportunity, and subsequent job growth in services was polarized 

between low-paying jobs and specialized professional positions.

Other factors contributing to changes in income distribution include 

the increase in immigration from poorer countries, the downsizing of 

U.S. corporations, government deregulation, and changes in tax 
policy.15

Changes in the demand for, and supply of, labor meant that there was 

a declining premium for educated workers (versus less-educated 

workers) during the 1970's that offset the growing premium enjoyed 

by older and more experienced workers during that decade. During 

the 1980's, however, the premium afforded educated workers grew 

dramatically, contributing to the overall growth in inequality.

What is of great policy concern is that in earlier periods, rapid economic 

growth went hand-in-hand with declining inequality. That is, inequality has been 

countercyclical. In the 1980's and 1990's, however, the U.S. economy expanded 

rapidly, yet inequality increased. We will return to this discussion of inequality and 

its effects on urban conditions later.

Between 1960 and 1973, the rate of poverty fell by nearly one-half, con­

tinuing a reduction in poverty that began after the Great Depression. Then, a *
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Not only did poverty increase, but national economic expansions proved 

less able to shrink the number of poor people than in earlier eras. This too 

heralded a change in the workings of the economy. During the 1960's and early 

1970's, poverty declined markedly during upturns in the economy. For example, 

poverty rates fell from 19.5 percent in 1963 to 12.1 percent in 1969, a period of 

rapid economic growth. However, the long recovery following the 1981-1982 

recession resulted in only a small decline in poverty, from 14.0 percent (1981) 

to 13.0 percent (1988); thus, poverty remained high and resistant to the ability of 

macroeconomic growth to reduce it.

substantial turnaround occurred: the poverty rate rose in the early 1980's and again 

in the early 1990's (Figure 4). Particular groups, noticeably children, suffered 

greater amounts of poverty: 23 percent of all children and 46 percent of black 

children were in poverty in 1993.16 Overall, poverty was very unevenly distributed: 

blacks (33 percent) and Hispanics (31 percent) had far higher incidences of poverty 

than whites (10 percent; see Figure 5). As we will show later, poverty remained 

heavily concentrated in central cities and nonmetropolitan areas, especially in large 

cities.

Much of the increase in poverty can be traced to the growth in inequality that 

left many workers in jobs at below-poverty or near-poverty wages. Another 

significant factor is the sharp increase in families headed by single women: 46 

percent of female-headed families with children were poor in 1993.17 More than 

half of black children in female-headed households fell below the poverty level in 

that year.18 Finally, the safety net of social supports and taxes and transfers — Aid 

to Families with Dependent Children, Food Stamps, the Earned Income Tax Credit, 

and others — proved less able to keep families out of poverty in the 1980's and 

1990's.19
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Public awareness of the need for solid waste management has improved 

remarkably in the wake of Love Canal.22 Now, ocean dumping, open dumps, and 

open burning are uncommon. In addition, most of the more hazardous substances

The quality of our air and water have long been a national concern. Trends 

in the our ability to reduce emissions and effluents are encouraging. Nationwide 

estimates of major air emissions for both 1970 and 1993 are displayed in Figure 5a. 

Note that only NOX emissions rose (14 percent) over the period. Not included in 

this figure are ozone levels, which have risen only slightly since 1970. The general 

trend toward air emissions reduction occurred despite rises in overall industrial 

production, vehicle miles traveled, and electricity production.

Change in the Nation's environmental quality is encouraging. Action on air 

quality and the secure disposal of toxic wastes has been particularly positive. 

Better monitoring methods are now underway for water quality and toxic waste 

disposal. Nonpoint source emissions continue to be a concern.

Trends for national water quality are also positive but less promising. The 

most recent studies available show that water quality improved marginally during 

the 197O's.20 Data on water quality after 1981 are not available, although the 

National Water Quality Assessment Program of the U.S. Geological Survey is 

underway. Most pollution abatement measures in effect during the 1970's focused 

on reducing industrial and wastewater treatment plant discharges into surface 

water, because these discharges originally deadened many bodies of water. Hence, 

researchers suggest that the lack of dramatic water quality improvement in the face 

of heightened investment in effluent control technology is largely due to increases 

in pollution from nonpoint sources (e.g., storm-water runoff from agricultural land 

and streets, seepage, septic tanks, and atmospheric deposition).21
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How Metropolitan Areas Have Changed Since 1970

a. Metropolitan regions grew unevenly since 1970.

17

There have been major changes in urban America since 1970. Urban and 

regional restructuring, the analog to the economic restructuring that we discussed

Each of the contextual forces affected the ways that cities developed in the 

past quarter century. To help readers understand these changes, Tables 1 and 2 

furnish data on some of the most important variables for the 74 metropolitan areas. 

Table 1 shows population, employment, and median income; Table 2 indicates how 

those variables changed during the 1980's. As our story unfolds, we illustrate it 

with data for all metropolitan areas to portray the broadest possible picture of 

American cities.

In summary, from a national view, available evidence points to general 

improvement in both environmental awareness and improvement. In particular, air 

quality has changed dramatically in a positive direction despite rises in overall 

production, commutation, and population. While promising some improvement, the 

evidence on water quality and hazardous waste management is less clear.

have been diverted from the solid waste stream to be disposed of in more secure 

facilities. Nevertheless, solid wastes remain a major concern. Acceptable disposal 

sites are becoming increasingly scarce in many metropolitan areas. Of more 

immediate concern, however, is that more and more existing and abandoned 

disposal sites are discovered to be sources of groundwater, surface water, and even 

air pollution. The General Accounting Office and the Office of Technology 

Assessment estimate that between 130,000 and 600,000 hazardous waste sites 

likely exist.23 EPA lists 27,000 sites on its inventory of sites that need some clean­

up. Of these, at least 2,000 probably will require some Federal action.
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Population 
000s Rank

Population 
000s Rank

Central City 
Employment 
000s Rank

Suburbs
Employment

000s Rank

10,959
574
328

39
140
100

7,323
275

1,586
370

64
161

9,637 
2,784 

364 
506 
633 
193

1,028
74 

731 
585 
628 
641 
336
101 
397 
333 
304

4,821
289
131
21
57
52

5,711 
175 
244 
315 
110
24 
217
41 

511 
196 
207 
789
87 

314
87

106
652 
154 
33 
69

20
51
74
64
66

1
57
5

45
70
62

38
25
16
56
72
28
67
7

31
30
4
59
17
60

Median Income
1989$ Rank

29.180
18,482
25,523
22,140
31.911
29,823
21,650
24,603
20,747
26,576
22,147

26,301 
21,006 
17,822 
26,651 
26,703 
18,742 
25,326 
29,006 
23,307 
23.627
25,324 
26,927 
27,286 
19,458 
24,819 
28,024

22,275 
25,414 
24,045 
19,193 
23,584 
31,873 
23,216 
27,489 
23,460 
26,547 
26,261 
23,270 
28,305 
26,889

38
68
76
33
32
73
46
19
57
53
47
29
27
71
50
23

63
45
52
72
54
10
59
26
56
35
39
58
20
30

23,087
4,627 
1,162 
1,696 
712 
200

3,239
79
649
998
804

1,898 
304 
38 

2,096 
281
181

16,156 
4,776 
861 
138 
984 
237 

1,224 
1,641 
3,337 
2,025
179 
756

23,721 
2,566 
381 

1,646 
574 
193 
766 
355 

1,669
76 

913 
1,691 
199 
271 
337

2 
34 
68 
29 
60 
23
18 
5
10 
66 
38

3 
24 
14 
40 
62
6 

69 
42 
28 
35 
11 
56 
71
9 
57 
65

11,880
1,388 
188 
877 
269 
81

397 
186 
877
21 

478 
826
93 
108 
154

2 
25 
17 
39 
59
6 

69 
42 
28 
33
9 
56 
71 
10 
57 
64

1
34
68
27
58
21
15
5

11
63
38

Median Income*
1989$ Rank

36,301
30,370
30,350
30,609
31,181
34,300
26,550
31,314
31,559
32,315
36,467
30,258
27,842
31,718
29,120
30,151

35,606
27,956
36,549
26,613
24,577
31,124
30,473
32,667
22,643
32,112
31,473
26,364
29,513
26,500

38,373
28,083
34,662
41,428
40,403
31,658
42,174
35,406
26,656
32,285
31,908

17
52
13
63
72
36
41
25
74
28
33
67
49
65

11 
51 
21
6 
10 
31
5 
18 
62 
27 
29

Northeast 
Boston, MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburgh, PA 
Portland, ME 
Providence, R1

Midwest 
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St Louis, MO 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

12344
394 
466 
736 
266
57 
396
98 

1,007 
515 
448 

1,631
197 
635 
176

44 
25 
17 
59
7 
69 
13 
21 
18 
15 
47 
65 
34 
48 
50

36 
29 
12 
55 
72
35 
67
8 

24 
30
4 
58 
16 
60

3
44
35
15
58
14
68
12
18
22
13
40
65
43
48
47

17 
74 
44 
65 
9 
14 
67
51 
69 
34 
64

7 
52
17 
44 
64 
37 
53
16 
70 
31
15 
63 
58 
55

9377
2,404 
564 
820 
350 
111

1,579
39 

325 
509
427

1,041
149
19 

1,016 
138
87

8,118 
2.444 
412 
73 

534 
128 
627 
859 

1,686 
887
90 

378

7
50
13
44
66
37
51
14
70
30
16
62
61
55

15
42
43
40
35
22
64
34
32
26
14
45
53
30
50
47

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR

22 
49 
74 
63 
66

1 3,258 
53
5 

40 
71
61

4,680 
3 1,207 

159 
182 
325 
100 
335
40 
368 
309 
274 
360 
168
55 
161 
141 
150

TABLE 1
Population, Employment, and Median Household Income, 1990



City

Note: Median household income figures for suburbs are those for the metropolitan areas, including the cities themselves.

Sources: Census of Population and Housing. 1990: Summary Tape Hie 3. Washington, D.C.: U.S.G.P.O.
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Population
000s Rank

Population
000s Rank

Louisville, KY 
Memphis, TN 
Miami, FL 
Nashville-Davidson, 7 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 
Tampa, FL 
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA 
Washington, DC 
Wilmington, DE

Central City 
Employment 
000s Rank

Suburbs
Employment

000s Rank

12383 
385 
226 
81 
126 
50 

468 
354 
365 
258 

3,915 
372 
983 
437 
369 
160 

1,111 
724 
782 
294 
516 
405

269
610
359
489
497
445
936
280
367
393
607
72

54
19
45
27
26
31
10
52
42
37
20
70

7,685
188
111
40
66
23

234 
140 
192 
131

162 
481 
219 
162
76 

525 
387 
408 
141 
284 
180

116 
267 
151
253 
186 
209
390
130 
179 
175
304
33

33 
55 
69 
63 
73 
26 
50 
32 
52
2 

41
8 

27 
42 
61
6 

11
9 

49 
21 
36

54
23
46
24
34
29
10
53
37
39
19
71

27,555
43,946
25,639
29,121
28,117
25,106
24,923
37,190
30,590
30,925 
27,095 
29,291
25,592
28,183
22,697
33,686
33,414
46,206
35,162 
29,353
21,748

20,141
22,674
16,925
27,821
18,477
25,741
23,584
22,772
25,708
36,271
30,727
26,389

25
2

42
18
22
48
49
3
13
11
28
16
43
21
61
6
7
1
5

15
66

70 
62 
77 
24 
75
40 
55 
60
41
4 
12 
37

29,668 
204 
N/A 
32 
170 
23 

1,155 
401 
471 
594 

4,948 
1,711 
1,255 
1,078 
971 
912 

1,387 
880 
715 

2,117 
1,517 
261

10,080
84 
N/A
15 
77 
10 

618 
163 
204 
285 

2,221 
880 
565 
536 
465 
405 
620 
479 
399 

1,152
791 
110

334
189
750
249
348
241
169
794
157
441

2,030 
233

65
N/A
72
67
73
23
53
48
43
3
12
24
26
31
35
22
29
36
8

19
60

Median Income*
1989$ Rank

27,435 
26,898 
26,908 
30,222 
24,415 
26,882 
26,048
26,035 
26,990 
30,766 
45,900 
38,216

56 
60 
59 
46
73 
61
68 
69
58 
39
3 

12

West 
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

TABLE 1
Population, Employment, and Median Household Income, 1990

Median Income
1989$ Rank

680 
397 

1,579
497 
788 
514 
389 

1,788
342 

1,050 
3,617
442

61 
N/A
72
67
73
25
49
47
43

1
13
22
26
30
32
21
33
39
8

20
59

41 
50 
19 
46 
36 
45 
51 
12
54 
27
4 

48

41
49
20
45
40
46
52
18
54
32
4

47

27,317 
43,946 
25,941 
27,790 
27,570 
32,851
26,481 
40,580 
30,022 
34,964 
40,620 
30,350
31,037 
33,195 
30,881 
35,021 
40,493
48,114 
45,921
36,126 
25,400

57
4 

70 
54 
55 
24 
66
8 

48 
20
7 

44 
37 
23 
38 
19
9 
1 
2 
16 
71

38 
57 
68 
64 
73 
28 
46 
43 
56
2 1,868 

39
9 
32 
41 
62
6 
14 
11 
51 
23 
33
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I

Median Income
Rank

Population
Percent

65
58 
70
24
48 
73
17
37
55
51
50 
32
12
71
61 
30

45
66
38
43
29
39
74
60
72
36
42

Central City
Employment

Rank Percent

37
55
25
53
28
39
64
49
70
26
48

60 
57 
72 
21 
46 
74 
15 
34 
40 
62 
38 
30
10 
69 
56 
44

52
8

50
61
71
11
43
41
17
31
67
65
9
27

37
47
72
27
58
74
69
44
42
71
29
49
51
41
66
52

10
33
21
56
70
20
22
40
48
31
73
61
18
39

Suburbs 
Employment 

Rank Percent

59
69
30
51
17
65
67
50
70
33
58

46
53
68
45
37
66
63
54
28
60
25
62
72
56
55
41

8
2

32
49
71
31
35
7
10
4
6
20
5

57

13.8
14.9
6.9

38.6
15.0
41.2
10.2
10.0
21.2
0.8

32.8
15.1

50
43
69
46
34
59
60
39
32
58
24
49
70
48
41
57

7
1

30
45
72
36
33
10
5
6

11
18
13
47

56
68
22
55
20
65
66
42
71
23
54

34.6
2.6

31.4
28.7
36.3
33.7
31.4
24.1
-5.8
32.5
25.5

16
28
20
45
74
25
26
34
61
35
71
38
19
42

33
43
66
31
55
59
69
50
51
64
30
49
52
40
60
53

2 
58
5
10

1
3
6
17
72
4 
15

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR

Northeast
Boston. MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA 
Pittsburgh, PA 
Portland, ME 
Providence, RI

Midwest
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St Louis, MO 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

64
5 

62
63
68

9
54
25
16
22
44
53 
21
26

10.4 
-2.3 
-0.3

-14.8
24.1

6.9
-15.0
28.8
13.6
10.6 
-3.9 
12.5
15.4
35.1
-6.7 
-0.3
7.4

93 
0.2 

39.9
2.8 

-3.9 
-13.8 
34.5

7.5 
10.0 
26.8 
15.2 
-4.7 
-4.2 
38.2 
17.1

9.0
12.8 
-0.2 
19.5
0.0

16.2
11.6 
-4.1
4.3 

-9.7 
18.6
5.2

8.3
4.4 

-8.5 
13.2
0.7 

-15.5
-6.5
5.8
6.2

-7.1
11.2
3.6
2.8
6.5

-3.4
2.6

46.8 
0.5 

23.3 
21.2
28.8 
35.7
34.8 
17.7 
-2.5 
37.2
22.0

24.3
8.9 

18.3
1.2 

-6.9 
18.7 
18.1
6.8
3.9
9.3 

-10.4 
-0.9 
19.5
7.3

1
59
13
16
8
4
5

24
63

3
14

173
16.2
20.3

4.7
19.2
25.1
13.7
13.6
22.0
27.0
14.0
31.6
16.5
4.2

16.8
21.3
14.7

39.0
57.8
80.6
29.6
19.8
-2.7
24.5
26.4
53.2
62.0
58.5
49.8
41.9
47.9
17.6

25.4
12.3
21.6

7.3
-11.0
17.2
15.8
9.9
1.9
9.1

-5.4
8.7

22.0
7.7

10.4
7.5

-0.2
11.2
3.8
2.2

-3.0
6.2
5.8
1.3

11.6
6.3
5.2
8.3
2.0
4.8

TABLE 2
Change in Population, Employment, and Median Household Income, 1980-1990

-4.2 
-7.4 
-5.6 

-11.9
12.1

1.1 
-14.6 
20.7
4.4 

-4.0 
-1.3 
-0.1
6.9 

23.9 
-12.4 

-6.1
8.9

8.7
9.1
7.4

-0.5
9.7

13.1
1.7
3.9
7.3

18.8
5.7

21.9
4.3

-8.6
6.9
7.2

11.5

26.7
41.9
58.9
16.5
8.2

-6.1
16.6 
15.0 
45.0
39.6
50.8
45.9
24.9 
49.7

6.7

6.1 
-7.3 
34.7 
-6.5 
-6.5

-10.4 
25.9 
-3.1 
11.4
21.2
16.2
2.2 

-3.1 
17.4 
10.9

0.4
2.0

-8.3
3.8
2.5
9.5
3.5

-16.4
-6.1

-12.8
4.5
2.5

4.0
6.2

-2.7
17.7
7.5

27.4
1.7
0.4
7.9

-5.7
15.9
6.6

Population
Percent Rank Percent

Median Income
Rank Percent Rank



City
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Population

Percent

Median Income

Rank
Population

Percent

Louisville, KY 
Memphis, TN 
Miami, FL 
Nashville-Davidson, 1 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 
Tampa, FL 
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA 
Washington, DC 
Wilmington, DE

Median household income figures for cities are for the named city only. Those for the suburbs are those for the metropolitan areas, 
including the cities themselves. Median household income data for 1979 were adjusted to 1989 dollars.

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982). Census of Population and Housing, 1980: Summary Tape File 3. Washington, 
D.C.: U.S.G.P.O; U.S. Bureau of the Census (1991). Census of Population and Housing, 1990: Summary Tape 
File 3. Washington, D.C.: U.S.G.P.O.

Central City 
Employment 

Rank Percent

61
59
40
31
69
27
19
41
47
3

56
46

23
7 
15 
13 
34
57

1
49
2 

20 
28 
10
18
6 

52
8 

33
11
4 

35
14

-4.0
-0.7
-4.9
15.5

-14.9
9.2

27.4
14.6
-0.8
64.9
2.0

23.2

22 
6 

20 
14 
45
66
3 

47
2 

24 
33 
13 
18
7 

54
5 

36 
12
4 
35 
19

45
57
64
36
60
53
34
23
30
12
11
43
32
15
38
7
6
9
17
26
65

50
55
67
35
62
54
46
25
68
28
19
2

3.7
35.8
23.4
25.7
5.6

12.3
28.4
33.2
15.4
11.9
27.4
13.8

64
12 
21
19 
61 
38
16 
13 
34
39 
18 
36

29.8
24.7 
N/A 
-14.0
21.6
12.2
30.2
13.3
41.3
68.2 
16.0 
29.9
72.7
20.3
48.6
30.9
55.9
11.3
13.1 
31.0 
42.8
42.6

6.8
1.2

-6.4
7.5

57
29
37
27
70
62
39
22
67
24
12
18

-9.8
-5.6
3.4
7.2

-10.9
10.3
19.1
3.1
1.7

49.9
-4.9
1.9

18.6 
16.0 
29.8
21.5
22.7
5.8 
-5.0 
62.3
0.1

56.9
17.6
9.7

24.5
19.4
34.0 
-1.9 
26.8
6.6

24.3 
44.2
4.5

22.6

58.1
23.8
43.1
24.6
29.5
7.1 
-4.6 
49.0
6.7 

63.0 
19.9
13.9 
31.0 
25.9
42.8 
-0.1 
46.4
12.9
32.4
46.7 
13.6 
25.8

63
58
68
29
73
42
16
32
59

1
51
23

5.2
1.2

-2.6
8.7
0.1
2.0
8.9

17.8
10.4
23.9
23.9
6.0
9.1

21.6
8.3

29.4
32.7
27.2
20.7
13.8
-2.7

22.1
11.2 
N/A 
-21.7
10.2
8.3

23.4
11.6
18.5
63.6
19.3
20.3
54.9
11.5
36.6
22.1
40.7
8.6
7.5

22.4 
31.0 
30.2

43 
N/A 
73 
44 
48 
22 
40 
29

1 
27 
26
3 

42 
11 
24
9 

47 
52 
23 
14 
15

15.2
67.4
28.6
40.9
8.3

15.1
43.7
54.4
22.9
23.3
43.5
29.8

35 
N/A 
73 
40 
63 
27 
61
19
3 

51 
28
2 

44 
12 
26
8 

64 
62 
25 
16
17

52
4

31 
21 
67 
53
14
9 

38 
37
15
29

3.4
6.4

21.3
7.8

25.5
26.3
9.1
6.5

19.3
4.6

29.0
29.5
29.8
28.3
10.6
1.3

46 
65 
73
44
68
56
48
21
41
14
13
36
47
23
54
9
8
7
11
32 
63

West 
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

3.4
1.8

-3.7
8.8

-1.4
2.0
4.6

16.5 
-4.0
13.1
19.5
42.2

TABLE 2
Change in Population, Employment, and Median Household Income, 1980-1990

2.7
12.2
8.9

13.7 
-4.7
1.7
8.5

21.2 
-1.1 
18.2
27.1
23.8

Suburbs
Employment

Rank Percent Rank Percent
Median Income

Rank Percent Rank
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earlier, had very strong effects on the Nation's cities. The decline of manufacturing 

employment and the shift toward services hit higher-wage manufacturing 

employment in the metropolitan areas of the Northeast the hardest. Many large 

corporations located there increasingly looked elsewhere for less costly production 

sites and new markets for sales.

There were significant shifts to nonmetropolitan America during the 1970's. 

This "rural renaissance" resulted mostly from migration related to recreation and 

retirement, energy production booms, and agricultural commodity price increases, 

and high yields in some rural areas. Much of the rural development during the 

1970’s found its basis in manufacturing employment growth, often factories 

relocating from urban areas. In part, firms were looking for lower-wage labor, less 

unionization, lower taxes, and other incentives that they often found in 
nonmetropolitan sites.

Our data show these trends in important ways. The 1970's saw major 

outflows of jobs and production for the northeastern and mid western regions of the 

country-known as the Frostbelt-toward the South and West. Figure 6 shows 

employment growth rates for metropolitan areas among the four large regions of 

the country. For the Northeast and Midwest, employment grew by 0.4 and 1.4 

percent a year, respectively, during the 1970's. The South (with average growth of 

3.3 percent annually) and West (3.8 percent annually) overshadowed the Frostbelt 

metropolitan regions. Tables 2 and El reveal that the hardest-hit metropolitan areas 

in terms of employment during the 1970's were Buffalo, Cleveland, Detroit, New 

York, and Philadelphia.24 The fastest-growing large metropolitan areas were 

Houston, Phoenix, and San Jose. Austin, Las Vegas, and Santa Ana led the small- 

to medium-sized regions in employment growth.
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There was a transition at the end of the 1970's: a substantial recovery took 

place in some of the northern metropolitan areas, while some of those in the South 

(especially those areas dependent on energy development) lost ground they had 

gained in the previous 10 years. In particular, cities with employment concentrated 

in advanced corporate and producer services, high-technology industry, and 

diversified economies gained jobs and residents during the 1980's. New York City, 

whose financial collapse made it the icon for urban fiscal distress during the mid- 

1970's, saw its population grow by 3.5 percent between 1980 and 1990 (Tables 2 

and Pl). This reversed its 1970's decline, and the city grew more than twice as fast 

as its own suburbs. Boston expanded on the basis of its service industries, 

especially real estate development aimed at corporate headquarters. Other large 

cities, particularly on the Atlantic and Pacific coasts, did well on the basis of 

service growth. Several State capitals and areas with a focus on high technology 

were winners during that decade; cities that continued to rely on manufacturing and 

did not develop substantial advanced corporate services declined.

Overall, the South and West continued to outperform the North. Figure 6 (for 

the 74 metropolitan areas in the CUPR database) shows that employment in the 

Northeast and Midwest between 1980 and 1990 grew at annual rates of 1.3 and 1.7 

percent, respectively-far less than the growth rates recorded in the South and West.

Whereas the sustained decline of large northern cities, widely forecast 

during the 1970's, did not occur, neither was there a complete turnaround.25 The 

Frostbelt lost 1.5 million manufacturing jobs while the Sunbelt gained 450,000 

such positions during the 1980's. The central counties of the Frostbelt's 28 largest 

metropolitan areas lost nearly 1 million manufacturing jobs and $26 billion in 

manufacturing employee earnings in the 1980's.26 The suburbs and a few 

nonmetropolitan areas gained large numbers of these jobs as manufacturing 

decentralized both within and among regions.
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The rural areas that had done so well in the previous decade reverted to their 

long-term trend of decline. Some of the same factors explaining nonmetropolitan 

growth in the 1970's were responsible for decline during the next decade. The 

energy boom turned into an energy bust, and agricultural price increases became 

declines. The overvalued dollar hurt exports of agricultural products in

particularly sharp for large cities. Table 2 shows that in four of the nation's largest 

cities—Chicago, Detroit, New York, and Philadelphia—population grew very slowly 

or declined while, at the same time, Houston, Phoenix, San Jose, and many other 

Sunbelt cities prospered. Several middle-sized metropolitan areas also did well 

during the decade: Anchorage, Austin, Charlotte, Fresno, Las Vegas, Santa Ana, 

and Virginia Beach were among the fastest-growing areas in that category.

Slower growth is also reflected in higher unemployment rates for cities (Table E4). 

In 1990,7 of the 10 cities with the highest unemployment rates in the country were 

in the Frostbelt. Figures 7, 8, and 9 show where central city and suburban 

population and employment growth occurred during the 1980's; again, metropolitan 

areas in the South and West stand out relative to the Frostbelt. The decline was

Similar trends are revealed in Table E3 and Figure 10, which show gross 

metropolitan product (GMP) for the metropolitan areas of the CUPR database.27 

During the 1980's, nearly all of the fastest-growing areas were in the West and 

South. In order of growth, they were Santa Ana, Anchorage, Wilmington, Las 

Vegas, San Diego, Charlotte, and Sacramento. Manchester, New Hampshire, and 

Portland, Maine, are the only non-Sunbelt cities in the top ten for GMP growth 

during the 1980's, largely due to their proximity to fast-growing Boston. Cheyenne 

and Oklahoma City (both affected by the energy bust) recorded the slowest growth. 

New Orleans—a Sunbelt city with serious economic problems—and Pittsburgh also 

grew slowly.
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The 1990's showed further shifts. There was a rebound by many in the oil 

patch that had been in recession during the mid- and late-1980's. Some cities in the 

southwestern and Rocky Mountain States grew quickly: Austin, for example, 

increased employment by 4.5 percent per year from 1990 to 1993, as part of a 

rebound after a deep 1980's recession. According to Figure 6, employment growth 

was less in all regions. It was down sharply in most major cities, depressing growth 

in all regions. The Northeast declined at a rate of 1.5 percent annually, the Midwest 

grew at 0.5 percent, the South grew at 0.9 percent, and the West declined by 0.6 

percent annually. Growth was strong in most small urban areas outside of the 

Northeast, as well as in Austin, Denver, Las Vegas, and Salt Lake City. The 

recession of the early 1990’s obviously hit large population centers the hardest.

international markets. Also, the rural areas that attracted manufacturing plants in 

part on the basis of offering low wages during the 1970's found that they were 

hard-pressed to compete with the lower wages of developing countries. Increas­

ingly, these areas lost jobs to Latin America and Asia. Most of the nonmetropolitan 

areas that grew capitalized on their locations as retirement communities, vacation 

spots, or were at the outer fringes of metropolitan areas.

Among the leaders in GMP increase from 1990 to 1992 were Austin, 

Portland (Oregon), Salt Lake City, and several small areas in the West (Billings, 

Cheyenne, and El Paso), according to Table E3 and Figure 11. Many cities that had 

grown quickly during the latter half of the 1980’s were savaged by a major 

recession beginning in 1989. Several areas in the Northeast as well as Southern 

California were in that category, among them Boston, Hartford, Los Angeles, San 

Diego, and Santa Ana.
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Continuing long-term trends, there has been an increase in population and 

employment in the suburbs vis-a-vis central cities. The suburbs dominate 

metropolitan areas in terms of population and employment, as they have since 

the 1960's. Ninety-three million people live in the suburbs of our metropolitan 

areas, compared to only 45 million in the central cities in 1990 (Table 1). As the 

suburbs expanded over the past quarter century, they developed in different 

ways. After the 1960's, the image of suburbs as a homogeneous set of bedroom 

communities with commuters leaving each morning for jobs in the central cities 

gave way to the reality that the suburbs had transformed themselves into more 

diversified places. First, shopping malls followed households to the suburbs. 

Then, more manufacturing and services jobs left central cities and relocated in 

the suburbs because land was cheaper, transportation of goods was easier, 

skilled labor was available, and markets were growing.

The 1980's saw more significant change, as complexes of corporate offices 

and advanced producer services were erected on what sometimes had been 

farmland. The typical worker in these centers commuted from another suburb. 

Many of these suburbs, especially those at the outskirts of metropolitan areas- 

known as edge cities-attracted in-commuters each day and became important new 

economic centers in metropolitan areas.28 Suburbanites were much less likely to 

shop in central cities than previously because many of the stores and urban 

amenities found in central cities were available in the suburbs. Daily life became 

much more spread out and less dependent on the pull of central cities than it was 

two decades earlier.
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Suburban growth and decentralization reflect a variety of demographic and 

migration factors that come together in unique ways in different settings. In the 

nation's historical urban core along the eastern seaboard and in the Frostbelt, 

central cities lost population to their surrounding suburbs as well as to areas in the 

South and West (Figure 7). Central cities in the industrial belt of the South also

Table 2 and Figures 12 and 13 show that both population and employment 

grew far more rapidly in the suburbs than in central cities. During the 1980's, the 

growth rate of suburban population was 16.1 percent, triple the rate of central cities. 

While central cities in the Northeast and Midwest declined on average, their 

suburbs continued to expand (Figure 12). In each region, suburban population 

growth overwhelmed that of the central cities. In the Midwest, for instance, the 

suburbs grew by 8.7 percent, while the central cities declined by 4.2 percent. In the 

South, suburban growth (26.7 percent) was the greatest of any region, far 

outstripping its central cities (6.1 percent). Figure 13 shows similar trends for 

employment with the exception of the West, where central city growth was higher 

than in the suburbs.

The essential nature of suburbs changed dramatically. They became a 

patchwork of different kinds of places. All have varying degrees of what had been 

known as urban amenities-but now these amenities (shopping, cultural facilities, 

and the like) were much more decentralized from urban cores. There are large, 

diversified suburbs with many kinds of activities going on within them; near them 

may be other suburbs that are primarily centers of employment; others are 

primarily residential; still others are very low-density places. In addition, some 

suburbs are near the edges of the central cities, while others are farther out. The 

inner suburbs often have some of the same social and economic problems as central 

cities.29 Those suburbs at the outer edge of metropolitan areas often reflect their 

rural pasts.
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In the rapidly expanding economies of the South and West, however, 
growth was fueled by city-to-suburb migration as well as by new arrivals from 
other parts of the country and abroad (Figure 14). More than a dozen metropolitan 
areas in the Sunbelt posted rapid growth in both their cities and suburbs during the 
1980's. Many areas saw suburban population increase by 30 percent or more. In 
some areas, of course, these rapid growth rates represent increases on relatively 
small bases, such that absolute growth falls short of that in some older and larger 
metropolitan areas (e.g., Boston, Washington, DC, New York). Moreover, some of 
the urban growth in the Southwest continued to be marked by municipal annex­
ation, complicating regional comparisons.30 Nevertheless, most trends pointed to 
continued regional shifts toward southern and western cities, with stagnant growth 
in northern cities undergoing significant rounds of economic restructuring.

The disparities between central cities and suburbs are evident when we 
compare their per capita income levels (Table E22). For example, Newark's citizens 
had the second lowest incomes in the Nation while its nearby suburbs ranked 
highest. Similarly, Detroit had the third lowest income nationally while its suburbs 
had the third highest. To gauge city-suburb disparities, we calculated the income 
ratios between the two sets of jurisdictions for each metropolitan area. The data in 
Table E22 show that the disparities were greatest in the Newark metropolitan area, 
where suburban people had incomes 134 percent higher than in the city. Santa Ana, 
Detroit, Hartford, Cleveland, and Milwaukee followed Newark when measured by 
our measure of metropolitan inequality. All had suburban incomes ranging from 61

lost population, however, while their suburbs continued to expand. In some 
cases, however, city-to-suburb migration was insufficient to stem broader 
suburban decline: the suburbs of Buffalo, Charleston, and Pittsburgh all lost 
population during the 1980's, and growth slowed to a crawl in most of the 
industrial centers of the Ohio Valley and Great Lakes (Figures 7 and 8).
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Other service industries showed less pronounced patterns. The trade and 

transportation, communications, and public utilities industries maintained approx­

imately the same shares of employment in 1980 and 1990 (Tables E13 and E14). 

Finance, insurance, and real estate; consumer services; and health and educational

employment in this industry for every city and suburb in the CUPR database. The 

major centers for producer services are the cities of New York, Los Angeles, 

Chicago, and Houston (Table Ell). The suburbs hold about 60 percent of all 

producer services. Interestingly, the suburbs with by far the highest percentage of 

producer services employment (75 percent) surround Washington, D.C.-the home 

of the well-known beltway-based consultants and other providers of services.

As we discussed earlier, there have been changes in the distribution of 

industries across the Nation. Manufacturing employment has declined and services 

employment has increased. First, there was a sharp decline in the manufacturing 

base of all areas (Table E10): the share of manufacturing employment declined in 

all but four central cities and four suburbs during the 1980's.

to 114 percent higher than their central cities. Therefore, two well-known facts 

are clear from this discussion: not only have suburbs outpaced the cities in terms 

of jobs and population growth, they have attracted high-income families as well.

The shift toward services can be seen in Tables E7 through E17, where we 

provide data for detailed industries.31 We have discussed earlier the importance of 

producer services. Many analysts argue that the future of central cities is tied to 

maintaining leadership in this industry, where agglomeration and productivity 

growth can take place in high-rise office buildings. Table El 1 shows that central 

cities have higher proportions of their resident workforce in producer services than 

the suburbs. It also reveals that there were substantial increases in the share of
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Interregional and international migration have been important determinants of 

urban and regional development.

Another set of cities that grew were those offering jobs in high-technology 

industry and research. These include Austin, Research Triangle Park (North 

Carolina), suburban Boston (Route 128), and various research valleys, the most 

famous of which is Silicon Valley in California. Each of these areas contains 

important universities that serve as the basis for the industrial research taking place 

nearby. Recreation and retirement have helped several other areas prosper, 

including Orlando and Honolulu. In a few, entertainment has helped boost local 

economies-Los Angeles, Nashville, and New York stand out in this respect. Several 

cities that are State capitals also grew, at least in part because of this factor, 

especially Austin, Boise, Phoenix, and Sacramento (Table E17). Washington, D.C., 

of course, is the leading city in the Nation for total public employment, although 

it is the slowest growing in this category since Federal employment has declined.

services (Tables E12, E15, and E16) continued to increase their shares and to 

suburbanize moderately.

Migration and immigration have historically figured as prominent forces in 

the growth of the North American city.32 Such movements remain important in 

shaping urban life, but the precise dimensions of migration streams have undergone 

dynamic transformation in the past generation. Each of the great migrations that 

shaped cities over the past century has its contemporary counterpart.

Waves of immigrants from Europe forged neighborhoods in American 

industrial cities through the early years of the twentieth century. Today, new 

arrivals come mainly from Latin America, Asia, and Africa. Nonetheless, 

migration streams continue to distinguish cities in different parts of the country. 

Several large metropolitan areas serve as gateways for international migrants,

38
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Urbanization trends of the early twentieth century also have their newer 

counterparts in rural-to-urban migration. For most of the Nation's larger cities, the 

large rural exodus tailed off more than two generations ago; while outmigration 

remains significant to rural areas losing population and employment, such flows 

play little role in overall metropolitan growth (Figure 17). The nonmetropolitan 

population turnaround observed in the 1970's has largely evaporated, however, 

accelerating the outflow of working-age people from many agricultural areas and

carving out striking geographical dimensions of immigration patterns and policies. 

The vast majority of newcomers during the 1980's poured into cities in the Nation's 

coastal and border zones-parts of the Boston-Washington megalopolis, urban 

centers in Texas and California, and several small communities along the Mexican 

border not in the CUPR database (Figure 15). Nearly half of all international 

migrants in the CUPR database went to just five metropolitan areas: Chicago, Los 

Angeles, Miami, New York, and Washington, D.C. By 1990 a majority of central­

city Miami and Santa Ana residents had been bom abroad (Figure 16); nearly 1 out 

of 7 in each city had moved from abroad in the previous 5 years (Figure 15).

Along with this geographical concentration of international migration, 

internal flows and demographic variations accentuate regional differences in 

population structure. Gateway cities, most on or near the Nation's borders, continue 

to evolve into diverse, multi-ethnic centers, with population growth dominated by 

minorities and immigrants. The Los Angeles Basin, for example, accounted for 

more than one-fifth of the Nation's minority growth during the 1980's.33 Many 

native-born white immigrants, in contrast, moved away from the emergent multi­

ethnic cities toward expanding service economies, retirement centers, and resort 

areas. Together, these trends are promoting a gradual balkanization of urban and 

regional populations, with widening racial and class polarization among many 

cities and States.34



40



41



State of the Nation's Cities: America's Changing Urban Life

42

Auto emissions improvements, investment in industrial pollution control 

equipment, and deindustrialization have mitigated environmental problems.

For most metropolitan areas, however, migration is highly localized, 

involving short moves as people seek out new living arrangements in line with 

changes in their life cycle. Mobility rates vary widely across different 

neighborhoods in the same metropolitan area, with annual turnover approaching 

three-quarters in some downtown apartment districts.36 Total migration rates also 

vary across different parts of the urban system, distinguishing volatile, dynamic 

residential markets from more stable settings. More than 60 percent of all residents 

of metropolitan Anchorage, Austin, and San Diego moved at least once between 

1985 and 1990. Nearly two-thirds of the residents of metropolitan Las Vegas have 

lived in their current home less than 5 years, and more than one-fifth came from 

another metropolitan area (Figure 18).

By contrast, several cities remain peripheral destinations in the national 

system of migration streams due to poor economic conditions, with inter­

metropolitan moves accounting for less than six percent of the population of 

metropolitan New York, Pittsburgh, Detroit, and Charleston (Figure 18). Fewer 

than one-third of metropolitan Pittsburgh’s residents moved at least once between 

1985 and 1990.

small towns in the Nation's midsection. For cities serving declining rural economies 

in the Upper Great Plains, for example, this rural exodus constitutes a sizable share 

of metropolitan growth (Figure 17).35

The chemical industry is the leading industrial source of toxic wastes, 

producing about 46 percent of all industrial toxic contaminants: toxic solid waste 

(70 percent), toxic water effluents (86 percent), and toxic air emissions (28 

percent). Other major industrial sources of toxic environmental contaminants are
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Other main point sources of pollution are vehicles, electric utilities, and 
municipal wastewater treatment facilities. The metropolitan emissions from these 
sources are primarily influenced by the magnitude of the area’s population. Thus, 
the spatial distribution of their emissions likely follow population patterns (see 
Tables 1 and 2, Figures 1 and 7).

In summary we should expect the spatial pattern of emissions to follow the 
spatial distribution of population and of earnings in environmentally sensitive 
industries: chemicals, rubber and plastics, transportation equipment, fuel mining 
and related products, and primary and fabricated metals. Using this as a framework, 
most cities in the Rustbelt and California should be major sources of environmental

I
producers of primary and fabricated metals, coal and petroleum products, 
transportation equipment, and plastics. The production of these industries is 
spatially concentrated within the nation. Except for the chemicals industry, 
earnings in these environmentally sensitive industries has been falling following 
the general nationwide deindustrialization process. Table S18 displays metropolitan 
earnings in the industries that emit the most toxic pollutants. Those metropolitan 
areas ranked among the top ten undoubtedly produce large quantities of toxic 
emissions. Chicago, Cleveland, Los Angeles, and Philadelphia consistently rank 
among the highest. Other areas like Boston, Dallas, Detroit, Ft. Worth, Houston, 
Newark, New York, Oakland, Pittsburgh, St. Louis, and Santa Ana have high 
overall rankings by virtue of their concentration in just one or two of the industries. 
Some smaller metropolitan areas—Charleston (West Virginia), Des Moines, Sioux 
Falls, and Wilmington (Delaware)—have unusually high rankings in at least one 
of the critical industries, placing them in the high-risk category. Metropolitan areas 

ranking relatively low in earnings in these environmentally sensitive industries 
include Austin, El Paso, Fresno, Honolulu, Jacksonville, Las Vegas, Miami, 
Omaha, San Antonio, Tucson, and Washington, D.C.
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pollution. The longevity of the environmentally sensitive industries in the Rustbelt 

also gives a greater likelihood to the existence of known and undiscovered 

hazardous waste sites in the region.

In California, the main problem regions are Southern California and the Bay 

Area. Again this is largely due to the density of development in these regions but 

also to the propensity for production in environmentally sensitive industries. In 

addition to these two factors, Southern California has two other extenuating 

circumstances: the Coastal Range and its large number of government research 

facilities. The prior exacerbates the problem of air emissions by containing them. 

The latter adds to the extent of the problem through its work with toxic chemicals. 

Southern California Basin workers also are more likely than workers in other major 

metropolitan areas to use a car for their commute. This propensity adds to the 

area s air emissions, particularly those for carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide,

In the Rustbelt, certain areas are more likely to incur environmental 

problems. Certainly the megalopolis extending from Boston to Baltimore is 

especially susceptible to environmental problems due to the density of its 

development and its concentration of chemical processing-the industry producing 

most toxic wastes. Similarly, cities on the Great Lakes—Buffalo, Chicago, 

Cleveland, Detroit, Milwaukee, and Toledo—are on the critical list, as are St. Louis 

and cities in the greater Ohio Valley—Charleston, Cincinnati, Louisville, and 

Pittsburgh. It is better to address environmental pollutants in such regional contexts 

because one metropolitan area can easily inherit environmental problems created 

by another. For example, chemical effluents seeping into the Kanahwa River in 

Charleston, West Virginia, certainly affect pollution levels and water use in 

Cincinnati; and a plume from a Wilmington, Delaware, chemical plant easily can 

be detected by air monitoring equipment in Philadelphia under some weather 

conditions.
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The Pollutants Standards Index (PSI)37 for the metropolitan areas bears out 
many of the propositions stated above regarding air emissions. Nearly all of the 
larger metropolitan areas had days in which the PSI exceed 100 during each year 
of the decade from 1984-1993. In addition, the number of days the PSI exceeded 
100 has declined considerably for most of the metropolitan areas during this period. 
Only 9 of our metropolitan areas had more than 10 such days in 1993: Atlanta, 
Baltimore, Fresno, Houston, Los Angeles, Santa Ana, Philadelphia, San Diego, and 
Washington, D.C. By far the worst problems are in Los Angeles and Riverside, 
where the PSI has exceeded 100 more than 100 days in each year since 1984. Of 
our metropolitan areas, Houston was ranked next in 1993 with 26 days.

and volatile organic compounds; the last two of which catalyze ozone problems. 
Consequently, we should expect some of the worst air quality problems in the 
Nation to be located in Southern California.

Data on the change in earnings in environmentally sensitive industries also 
can give some insight into the probable direction of the change of emissions by 
metropolitan area. Table S19 shows major reductions nationwide in the industry 
earnings for transportation equipment, fuel mining and related products, and 
primary and fabricated metals production. These declines were particularly strong

Interestingly, nearly all of the days that the PSI was above 100 in 
metropolitan areas have been due to ozone level exceedances. Particulate matter 
and sulfur dioxide contributed to a few days that the PSI was greater than 100 only 
in Bakersfield, Pittsburgh, Riverside, and Salt Lake City.38 Any remaining 
exceedances across the metropolitan areas were due to carbon monoxide content. 
Although included in the PSI due to the cumulative nature of its effects, air lead 
concentrations (Table S3) exceeded standards in Billings, Cleveland, Indianapolis, 
Memphis, Omaha, Philadelphia, and St. Louis in 1993.



State of the Nation's Cities: America's Changing Urban Life

48

In summary, the potential for continuing problems in the quality of our 

cities’ environments was mitigated by the general process of deindustrialization 

over the last 15 years. Nonetheless, economic gains by petrochemical-related 

industries highlight the need to maintain the vigilance that was instituted over 25 

years ago to protect our cities’ environments.

in Rustbelt cities, although California cities also experienced declines. The 

environments of Chicago, Cincinnati, Detroit, Los Angeles, and Pittsburgh were 

notable beneficiaries of the declines in earnings in these industries. Meanwhile, 

however, earnings—and, hence, probably production—increased nationwide in the 

two main toxic polluters, the chemical and plastics industries. The Northeast 

experienced only modest gains in these two industries, where the largest increases 

occurred in research and headquarters facilities in the Newark metropolitan area. 

Otherwise the biggest nationwide gains were made in the chemical industries of 

California, Chicago, Ohio, and Texas—pointing to petrochemicals, as opposed to 

pharmaceuticals. Gains by the plastics industry were well dispersed throughout the 

Nation.

The key factor motivating improvement in environmental quality is human 

health. Unfortunately, statistics on medical diagnoses and the causes of illnesses 

are not available on a nationwide basis. Hence, we are not able to quantify the 

immediate effects of the environment on the health of Americans. Data on the 

causes of death are available, however. In particular, data on deaths due to cancer 

and respiratory problems reveal the long-term impacts of poor environmental 
quality.

Long-term effects of environmental problems increasingly show up in cancer- 

and respiratory-related death rates.
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Some of the healthiest areas to live in based on the death rates criteria are the
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entire metropolitan areas of Albuquerque, Anchorage, Billings, Cheyenne, Dallas, 
El Paso, Houston, San Antonio; the cities of Austin, Charlotte, Fargo, San Jose, 
Santa Ana, and Virginia Beach; and the suburbs only of Atlanta, Memphis, 
Minneapolis-St. Paul, Sacramento, Salt Lake City, and Seattle. With the exception 
of the Minneapolis-St. Paul suburbs all of these areas are outside of the Rustbelt. 
Furthermore, of these only Houston was considered to have a substantial presence 

of environmentally sensitive industries.

retirement cities in Florida, the cities and suburbs with the highest death rates 
tended to be those identified as being highly vested in environmentally sensitive 
industries: areas in the Northeast Corridor and Ohio Valley, Birmingham, 
Cleveland, Sacramento, and St. Louis (Table S10). As a main component of the 
total death rate, cancer deaths—about a fifth of city deaths and a quarter of all 
suburban deaths in 1990—followed this same spatial pattern (Table Sil). 
Respiratory-related deaths were distributed only slightly differently. California 
metropolitan areas, particularly San Francisco, ranked slightly higher than they did 
for the total death rate, as did the retirement areas of the West (Albuquerque, 
Denver, Las Vegas, Phoenix, and Tucson), which are known as havens for 
individuals with respiratory ailments due to their dry, warm climates and cleaner 
air. Also Birmingham, Cleveland, Philadelphia, and St. Louis tended to rank 
significantly lower in terms of respiratory death rates compared to either total or 
cancer death rates.

While the total death rates in cities and their surrounding suburbs declined 

during the 1980's, the rates for cancer and respiratory deaths tended to rise. Hence, 
the cumulative effects of the environment continue to take their toll. Outside of
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Economic and social trends over the past three decades have contributed to 

increasing polarization of American cities. Regional shifts in population and 

employment growth have left many older cities in decline, while the restructuring 

of the national economy has replaced relatively high-wage jobs in manufacturing 

with more unstable positions in service industries. Within urban areas, the 

continued decentralization of population and economic activity has accelerated 

these trends: with affordable housing concentrated in inner-city neighborhoods with 

declining bases of living-wage jobs, many poor and minority residents are 

increasingly isolated from job growth in expanding suburban markets. While 

gentrification and downtown development boosted employment (much of it in 

producer services) and tax bases in some cities in the 1980's, such trends did little 

for poor and unskilled workers in the Nation's inner-city neighborhoods.

By the middle of the 1980's, the intersection of these trends stimulated 

widespread policy and scholarly concern with the persistence and depth of urban 

inequality. Analysts rekindled debate over the spatial mismatch hypothesis, which 

correlated the suburbanization of manufacturing employment to increasing rates of 

poverty and joblessness among blacks, who remained segregated in deteriorating 

inner-city neighborhoods.39 Building further on these ideas, others argued that the 

net effect of this mismatch was the creation of an entirely new social structure in 

the Nation's isolated central city ghettos. With the outmigration of jobs, employed 

residents, community leaders, and institutions, many inner-city neighborhoods 

were left with only the permanently unemployed and unemployable, a permanent 

underclass trapped by structural changes in the American economy. Seeing little 

hope of gaining entry to mainstream opportunities, many of these people turned to 

the underground economy to survive; thus, seemingly deviant behavior became the 

community norm.40
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Importantly, the surge in interpersonal inequality during the 1970's and 

1980's was accompanied by changes in the spatial distribution of income and 

employment. There were spatial adjustments involving both growth paths 

among large regions but also changes within regions-relations among central 

cities, suburbs, and nonmetropolitan areas. During the 1980's, the Northeast-the 

Nation's richest region-improved in terms of income and wage growth and lower 

unemployment. In part, this occurred through a creaming process as lower-wage 

workers followed job opportunities to the South and West. Jobs remaining in the 

Northeast consequently tended to be those that were rapidly increasing in 

productivity. Furthermore, many highly productive, high-wage jobs continued to 

locate in the Northeast, where they were able to take advantage of both a well-

Poverty rates increased during the last decade, and they continue to be 

highest in central cities.43 Figure 20 shows that the poverty rate in central cities in 

the Northeast was 19.9 percent in 1990, compared to only 6.8 percent in the 

suburbs. Other regions show similar ratios of city-to-suburban poverty, between 2:1 

and 3:1. Looking at individual cities (Table P9), the poverty rate was highest in 

Detroit (32.4 percent) and in New Orleans (31.6 percent). Other cities with high 

poverty rates include Atlanta, Cleveland, Hartford, and Miami. The highest 

suburban poverty rates were in Albuquerque, El Paso, Fresno, and Jackson-areas 

with relatively rural suburbs.44

This historical context is evident in many of the observed trends in CUPR's 

set of cities. We calculated the Gini index of household income inequality in 

central cities and suburbs, measuring the proportion of households that would have 

to change income categories to equalize the income distribution.41 The geographical 

variation of this index confirms that income inequality remains a persistent feature 

of American cities, with notably unequal distributions in cities of the South as well 

as declining industrial centers in the Frostbelt (Figure 19).42
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educated workforce (Table F10) and other urban agglomeration economies. (The 

Northeast is the most urbanized region of the Nation.) Among the regions during 

the 1980's, average family income in the Northeast increased by 14.4 percent; 

comparable figures for the regions were Midwest (0.4 percent), South (3.7 percent), 

and West (3.0 percent).

The status of regional labor markets, the cost of living, and income growth 

shape the distribution of poverty. Using these variables, Franklin James has 

developed an index of resident need to classify cities.45 He identified 20 cities with 

high resident need-a mixture of cities with differing growth rates. Seven of the 

cities also were characterized by low growth during the 1980’s: Cleveland, Detroit, 

Louisville, Newark, New Orleans, Pittsburgh, and St. Louis. Most of these cities 

have experienced long-term decline and, except for New Orleans, are in the 

Frostbelt. At the other extreme, two of the high-need cities were relatively fast­

growing Texas locations with large proportions of poor immigrants from Latin 

America-El Paso and San Antonio (Figures 15 and 16). The remaining 11 cities had 

stable growth and are predominantly in the Frostbelt. The 10 low-need cities were, 

with only one exception (Indianapolis), in southern or western States where much 

rapid growth took place during the 1980's. None of these cities experienced 

declining populations during the 1980's, and four of them registered fast population 

growth.

Racial disparities in poverty also highlight the enduring polarization of 

American cities. Reversing a trend towards convergence observed in the 1970's, 

racial differences in poverty began to widen during the 1980’s. While poverty rates 

edged upward for whites in many central cities (from 10 to 12 percent in cities of 

the Midwest and the South, from 10 to 11 percent in the West [Table P9]), such 

increases were far more pronounced among minorities. The share of Blacks in 

poverty in midwestern cities jumped from 30 percent to 35 percent during the
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Such disparities in poverty are both cause and effect of persistent divisions 
among neighborhoods. American cities have remained divided for most of their 
history, with people of different racial and ethnic backgrounds rarely living in the 

same neighborhood. An index of residential segregation among blacks and whites, 
for example, reveals enduring divisions in nearly all cities.46 To achieve a perfectly 

integrated distribution of blacks and whites in 1990, more than three-quarters of the 
residents of Atlanta, Baltimore, Chicago, Cleveland, Jackson, Louisville, Miami, 
Newark, New York, Philadelphia, St. Louis, and Washington, D.C. would have to 

move (Table D4). Many of these cities have become more segregated over the past 
two decades. Several central cities saw a slight decline in residential segregation 

during the 1980's, reflecting white in-migration to some urban neighborhoods as 
well as black suburbanization (Figure 22). Yet the segregation figures remain high, 
suggesting persistent differences in the places

1980's (Table P9). By 1990, central city poverty for blacks in the Midwest was 23 
percentage points higher than for whites living in the same cities; Hispanic poverty 

in the Northeast was 21 percentage points above that for whites (Figure 21).

Americans live. Moreover, considering race and income simultaneously reveals 
that segregation is actually increasing in many cities, signifying widening race and 

class divisions.47

In some circumstances, these widening divisions reinforce a deepening 
poverty that persists across generations, meriting the designation of underclass. 
John Kasarda developed a measure of the underclass population based on poverty, 
education, work history, public assistance, and single parenthood.48 While 
nationwide estimates of the underclass population vary widely (anywhere from 1 
million to 10 million in 1990), Kasarda's calculations also show considerable 
variation across different cities. Inner-city blacks appear to have been hit especially
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Household formation rates have produced a parallel change in housing stock 

in the 1980's (Table Hl) and have continued to spur strong housing construction 

in all areas outside the Northeast (Figure 24 and Table H4). Most recently, 

metropolitan areas of the coastal South (Atlanta, Charlotte, and Jacksonville), 

service-oriented areas of the Midwest (Columbus, Des Moines, Fargo, Sioux Falls), 

and others benefiting at least in part from the exodus out of the depressed economy 

of Southern California (Boise, Denver, Fresno, Las Vegas, Phoenix, Portland,

A major determinant of change in housing markets is the rate of household 

formation. In general, during the 1980's, the spatial pattern of household formation 

followed that of population change. Households tended to form more rapidly in the 

South and West than in the Northeast and Midwest (Table D2). Indeed, there 

tended to be little or no growth in the number of households in the largest cities in 

the Frostbelt. Not surprisingly, in nearly all metropolitan areas the fastest rates of 

household formation tended to take place in the suburbs.

hard by the economic dislocations of the last two decades. For example, nearly 1 

out of 10 blacks living in Jackson (Mississippi) meet all 5 underclass criteria 

(Figure 23). Similarly high percentages of the underclass occur in declining 

industrial cities of the Frostbelt, and these shares translate into large populations 

displaced from the mainstream economy in Chicago (61,000), New York (55,000), 

Detroit (44,000), and Philadelphia (22,000). Inner-city dislocations also appear to 

have been especially detrimental to some smaller African American communities: 

more than 8 percent of all blacks in Minneapolis meet all 5 underclass criteria, and 

more than 5 percent do in Wichita.

Social and economic changes at national and regional levels stimulated 

changes in the housing market, while the failure of incomes to keep pace with 

housing costs strained housing affordability.
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In general, households reported that their gross rents and home values rose 
with their incomes during the 1980's (Tables H12 and H14). With the exception of 
cities and metropolitan areas in the Northeast and Califomia-where home values 

tended to rise by more than 50 percent in real terms (Table H13)-median household 
incomes climbed slightly more rapidly than did median home values. Median gross 
rents, however, advanced more quickly than median household incomes in most 
areas in the CUPR database during the 1980's. The relative difference in price 
changes between these two market segments is largely due to the periods high 
mortgage interest rates and falling real incomes of the lower- and middle-class 
populations, which made purchasing more difficult for many families (again, see

Sacramento, Seattle, and Tucson) have experienced the most rapid growth in new 
home construction.

Compared to trends in household formation, per capita income growth took 
a very different spatial form (Table E22). Income strongly influenced housing 

markets through homeownership rates and the type of housing units that are built. 
During the 1980's, per capita income grew nearly twice as fast in metropolitan 
areas of the Northeast as it did in the rest of the Nation's metropolitan areas. Areas 

in the West experienced the slowest growth in per capita income (12.7 percent in 
real terms during the decade). As a consequence, homeownership increased only 
in northeastern metropolitan areas. Interestingly, it is in the cities of the Northeast 

that homeownership rates traditionally have been lowest (Figure 25). Because of 
relatively small increases in per capita income, the proportion of housing stock in 
lower-cost, high- and medium-density units tended to rise. Exceptions were in 
Midwest central cities and both central cities and suburbs in the Northeast, where 
single-family construction prevailed (Tables H2 and H3). Mobile homes continued 
to increase their small share of housing stock in all suburban areas, with the 
greatest strength in the South.
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The integration of the world economy is dramatically changing the economy 
and society of the United States. In response, the form and function of American 
cities are reshaping the conditions and alternatives for the Nation's quality of life

Rapid population growth relative to household formation has exacerbated 
crowding in housing in cities in the South and West (Table H5 and Figure 26). 
Most of the crowding occurred in areas most affected by immigration, although 

rapid rises in home prices also had influence. From 1970 to 1994, the real median 
income of renters fell by 16 percent, while gross rents increased more than 11 
percent.49 This has increased budgetary pressure on lower-income groups, who are 
best represented in the rental market for housing. As a result, by 1990 nearly a third 
of all renting households were classified by the Census as spending an excessive 
proportion of their budgets on housing (Figure 27 and Table H6).

Table H10 on homeownership rates and Tables H2 and H3 for the rise in the 

proportion of multifamily housing stock).

In most areas of the Nation, however, the more rapid rise in rents did not 
diverge substantially from that of home values. A few exceptions did emerge, 
however. In particular, renters in Detroit, Miami, Milwaukee, and New Orleans 
suffered severe price increases relative to their incomes during the period, even as 
homes in the same areas became more affordable. The adversity facing renters in 
these cities resulted in part from rapidly increasing numbers among the lower 
middle-class and working poor there (Table Pll). Consequently, even more 
families in these cities and metropolitan areas became renters rather than 
homeowners than did families in other areas.
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Other recent changes are significant departures from past trends. While the 
decentralization of population and employment continues a trend underway for 
nearly a century, the suburban explosion of office development, retail activity, and 
producer service employment is radically changing the socioeconomic landscape 
of the American metropolis. The emergence of maturing “edge cities” is replacing

and ability to compete in the global marketplace. Combined, these two trends 
embody the complex relationship between the Nation and the future of its cities.

Technological advances in information exchange are playing a role in this 
polarization by devaluing some agglomeration economies. This has enabled jobs, 
especially those in manufacturing, to move to new locations to take advantage of 
low-cost energy resources and labor, particularly in the South and West. In part, the 
polarization is also due to the increasing demand by industry for well-educated 

workers. Thus, the more-educated labor force of the Northeast continues to hold 
a large share of the Nation's most productive jobs, which in turn yield higher 
incomes, despite the hemorrhaging of well-paying manufacturing jobs. Some cities 
are even offsetting manufacturing job losses with expansion of high-paying 
advanced producer services jobs. Nonetheless, such growth of manufacturing in the 
Sunbelt and of highly productive jobs in the Frostbelt generally bypasses distressed 
urban neighborhoods.

Despite these overriding trends, many recent changes are a continuation of 

others underway since World War II. Population growth is diverging among 
regions, with cities in the Sunbelt expanding compared with their counterparts in 

the Frostbelt and rural areas. Migration streams, which are population responses to 
economic opportunity, reveal a polarization of demographic composition, with 
major differences in the movements of native-born whites compared to minorities 
and new arrivals from Latin America, Asia, and Africa.
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Of course, the stress of economic restructuring has not been limited to the 
inner-city poor. While the service economy has granted a sizable earnings 

premium to the well-educated workers required in many producer service 
industries, it has also effectively reduced the wages and benefits earned by the 

typical American worker, simultaneously swelling the ranks of the part-time 
contingent” workforce. In turn, the stagnant to declining incomes of these 

workers, combined with high mortgage interest rates in the 1980's, depressed 

homeownership rates in many parts of the Nation. Home builders responded to the 
consequent tightening of rental markets with more multifamily units. But 
production lags in affordable housing forced an increasing number of families into 
shelter poverty or (in some cities with a large influx of immigrants) more crowded 
living arrangements.

the generally monocentric shape of metropolitan regions with a polycentric web in 
which daily interaction among suburbs is often as vital as their long-standing 

connections to the historical urban core.

Juxtaposed with the seemingly inexorable suburban expansion of the service 
economy, many inner-city neighborhoods that were once reliant on urban 
manufacturing jobs are increasingly socially and spatially isolated from the new 

metropolitan economy. This shift in fortunes has induced a reversal in a long era 
of declining poverty rates by forcing a decline in real wages among working-class 
families, pushing an increasing number of them below the poverty line. Some of 
these isolated families are relative newcomers to America’s urban areas—further 
cleaving the economic rift between native-born whites and both ethnic and racial 

minorities. For some inner-city residents, a sustained lack of local employment 
opportunities is sufficiently discouraging to force them into the underground 
economy and to reinforce the intergenerational transfer of poverty.
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Taken together, the trends summarized above suggest a portrait of urban 

America in flux. Caught in transition between two different regimes of economic 
organization, our cities are experiencing and reacting to global and national forces 
in unique ways. As might be expected, some people, groups, and communities have 
been better prepared to adapt to the change. Thus, the current state of urban 

America is neither one of hopeless decline nor of unbounded growth. The ever- 
increasing proportion of Americans living in urban areas does, however, highlight 

the challenge posed by possible future international influences: now more than 
ever, the future of the Nation is inextricably tied to the state of its cities.
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Washington, DC 
Wilmington, DE

Note: N/A=not applicable.
Households measured in 1,000s.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Summary Tape File 3,1980 and 1990.

124
61
26
40
18

212
82 
127
62

170
207
160
259
106
145
85

254
27

145 
370 
187 
145
67 
406 
306 
251
72 
237 
163

199
188
179
327
115
155
136
249
29

39 
56 
68 
64
73 
24 
50 
45
54
2 

41
9 

29 
42 
61
6 
11 
16 
59
20 
33

26
28
30
10
51
37
43 
17
70

17 
5
12 
15 
33 
52
3 

41
1 

39 
46
7 
22 
11 
55 
13 
45 
19 
31 
37
8

24
72
32
14
36
38
2

57
40

133
247
161
96

551
101
316
999
131

68 
N/A 
12 
58 
8 

439 
127 
131 
231 

4,610 
636 
477 
403 
362 
280 
481 
338 
271 
757 
574 
99

177
281
190
132
756
122
376

1,318
160

46
37
45
50
13
55
28
5

47

19.6
19.4
N/A

-14.7
12.4
14.4
34.2
8.1

26.3
69.4
10.3
20.9
65.3
14.8
37.9
26.2
37.9
7.5
8.8

21.5
38.2
41.1

33.6
14.0
17.5
37.3
37.2
21.0
18.9
32.0
22.2

35 
N/A 
73 
57 
50 
19 
64 
23
2

60
33
3

46 
15 
25
14
65
63
31
13
11

20 
54 
39
17
18 
32 
36
21 
30

TABLE D2
Household Formation, 1980-1990

17.0 
-9.4 
11.5 
26.3
8.8 
7.1

59.1 
-2.0
6.5

64 
N/A
72
67
73
24
53
51
43

1
15
23
27
30
38
22
32
39
12
20
59

West 
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, Hl 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

14.5
23.8
36.5
26.8 
26.0 
11.2
-0.4
48.8
5.8

60.1
7.0
1.6

29.8
17.8 
28.0 
-1.7
26.3
2.0
19.6
12.0
7.8

29.6

4,051 4,637 
154 
83 
33 
51 
20 

211 
122 
135 
100 

1,289 1,379 
142 
285 
159 
113 
68 
322 
300 
210 
64 
220 
126

8,666 10362
57 
N/A
14 
52
7 

327 
118 
104 
137

4,181 
526 
289 
351 
263 
222 
349 
314 
249 
623 
415
70

Central City
1990 Rank Change Rank

Suburbs
1990 Rank



1980City

I 
i Northeast 

Boston, MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA 
Pittsburgh, PA
Portland, ME 
Providence, RI

Midwest 
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St. Louis, MO 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

2.6
2.6
2.5
2.9
2.7
2.6
2.5
3.0
2.7
2.5
2.4
2.6

2.7
2.6
2.6
2.8
2.7
2.4
2.7
3.3
2.5
3.3
2.7
2.6
2.8
2.8
2.6
2.6

2.6
2.7
2.4
2.6
2.6
2.5
2.8
2.6
2.7
2.6
2.6
2.4
2.7
2.6
2.5
2.7
2.5

2.6
2.5
2.4
2.7
2.5
2.3
2.5
2.9
2.5
3.2
2.7
2.6
2.7
2.6
2.4
2.4

2.6
2.5
2.4
2.7
2.7
2.5
2.6
3.0
2.6
2.4
2.3
2.7

36
60
19
35
72
45
5

43
2

20
25
11
27
59
65

38
61
23
18
50
29
4

26
63
71
13

2.9
2.9 
3.0 
2.8
2.9
2.9
2.9
3.0
2.9
2.7
2.9
2.9
3.0 
3.0 
2.9
3.0 
3.0

2.9
2.9
2.9
3.0
2.9
3.0
2.9
2.9
3.0
2.8
2.9
2.8

2.7
2.7
2.8
2.7
2.7
2.6
2.7
2.7
2.8
4.3
2.7
2.9
2.9
2.7
2.8
2.7

2.7
2.7
2.6
2.8
2.6
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.6
2.7
2.6

21
33
68
32
58
54
13
40 
69
47
51
17
15
49
20
16

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR 
Louisville, KY

TABLE D3
Average Number of Persons per Household, 1980-1990

15
69
34
52
53
12
55
41
44
28
67
39
37
62
33
54

2.9
2.9
3.1
2.9
2.9
2.8
2.9
3.0
2.9
4.3
2.9
3.1
3.3
2.9
2.9
2.9

46
18
42
56
71
43
39
31

1
48
9

11
59
37
53

44
60
36
61
23
19
34
29
73
50
63

2.6
2.7
2.4
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.7
2.4
2.5
2.5
2.6
2.4
2.5
2.5
2.4
2.5
2.5

2.7
2.8
2.8
2.6
2.8
2.7
2.7
2.9
2.7
2.6
2.7
2.7
2.9
2.9
2.7
2.8
2.9

Central City
1980 1990 Rank

Suburbs
1990 Rank



City

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Summary Tape file 3.1980 and 1990.

Memphis, TN 
Miami, FL 
Nashville-Davidson, TN 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 
Tampa, FL
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA 
Washington, DC 
Wilmington, DE

2.7
2.8
2.5
2.6
2.5
2.9
2.4
2.4
2.9
2.4
2.5

42
16 
56 
48
49
73
6
17
30
9

31 
21 
70
32 
64 
14
66
3
1

74 
46

22
10
51
24 
47
8

58
68
7

57 
40

3.3
2.7
3.0
3.0
2.8
3.2
2.4
2.9
3.0
2.8
3.0

2.9
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.7
2.9
2.4
2.8
2.8
2.7
2.8

5 
41 
30
8 

14 
66
4
2

72
6 

52 
67
57
55
3
12 
70 
64
27 
62 
65

10 
22 
24 
26 
45
7 

74 
25 
28 
38 
35

West
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

2.8
3.2
2.9 
3.0 
3.0 
3.0
2.9
3.1
3.8
2.7
2.8
2.7
2.8
2.8
2.7
3.4
2.8
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.8
2.9

2.8
2.6
2.7
2.7
2.5
3.0
2.6
2.5
3.1
2.5
2.6

TABLE D3
Average Number of Persons per Household, 1980-1990

2.9
3.0
2.7
2.8
2.9
2.9
2.6
3.2
3.6
2.6
3.0
2.7
2.6
2.7
2.7
3.3
2.9
2.6
2.6
2.8
2.6
2.6

2.7
2.5
2.7
2.4
2.5
2.5
2.2
2.9
2.7
2.6
2.8
2.6
2.7
2.3
2.6
2.4
2.7
2.4
3.1
4.1
2.2
2.5

2.6
2.7
2.9
2.5
2.5
2.6
2.3
2.7
2.9
2.6
2.6
2.4
2.8
2.3
2.4
2.4
2.7
2.3
3.0
3.2
2.2
2.6

Central City
1980 1990 Rank

Suburbs
1980 1990 Rank



Rank1990City 1970

i

■-

-
Northeast
Boston, MA
Buffalo, NY
New York, NY
Newark, NJ
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburgh, PA
Providence, RI

Midwest 
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
St. Louis, MO 
St. Paul, MN 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

66.6
78.4
69.1
73.2
65.0
73.4
71.8
44.6
67.0
69.2
64.8
71.2
67.6
69.1
73.2
80.5
74.3
61.1
57.2
68.0
67.2
59.2
36.2

65.5
72.0
69.6
60.8
68.7
64.3
68.9
54.2

64.4
66.3
63.3
65.1
65.5
65.9
60.1
65.8
64.2
66.9
59.0
70.4
65.2
65.6
59.8
62.4

2
18
8

39
6

11
60
28
17
40
13
25
19
7
1
5

46
56
24
27
52
63

10
16
47
22
41
21
57

75.0
89.9
72.7
88.1
69.3
65.5
67.7
74.4
80.3
76.6
62.1
77.4
83.7
67.5
75.8
73.9

14
22
18
20
4
16
48

69.0
86.0
66.6
87.6
64.1
60.4
65.1
68.2
70.6
73.7
57.1
73.2
78.2
51.1
69.7
62.7

73.4
74.0
72.1
76.3
75.4
82.4
74.9
58.7

4 
47 
10 
24 
36 
30 
58 
35 
23
5 

41 
42 
12 
19
7 
32 
38 
39 
48 
31 
26 
63

2 
25

1 
34 
40 
29
22 
20 
16 
46
17
6 

51 
21 
37

14
18
9

11
3

13
44

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charlotte, NC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR
Louisville, KY 
Memphis, TN 
Miami, FL 
Nashville-Davidson, TN 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 
Tampa, FL 
Tulsa, OK 
Virginia Beach, VA

TABLE D4
Residential Segregation, 1970-1990

32
43
38
36
33
49
34
42
29
54
14
37
35
50
44

76.1
77.9
76.5
77.2
77.0
83.2
77.7
63.0

9 
46 
12 
28 
31 
13 
62 
15
19 
11 
33 
41
5 

24
7 

36 
45 
26 
44 
27 
10 
63

1
32
2

37 
42 
39 
29
8 

21 
51 
17
3 

40 
25 
30

64.4
81.4
55.7
76.1
67.0
63.1
65.0
41.1
63.6
67.0
79.1
60.0
59.4
75.2
71.2
77.8
64.5
62.2
60.7
54.2
64.6
65.8
29.4

Index of Dissimilarity, Black-White
Rank 1980 Rank

71.4
79.7
64.1
78.9
74.9
72.9
78.9
37.9
77.9
77.0
79.2
72.1
67.2
82.9
75.9
81.5
71.4
64.4
75.3
65.4
75.1
79.6
33.3



1990 Rank1970City

876.72376.01271.3Washington, DC

TABLE D4
Residential Segregation, 1970-1990

61.6
47.9
70.2
72.6
39.5
78.3
68.2
76.3
61.3
60.5
67.5
59.1
42.9
66.8
66.5
45.7
57.3
69.0
59.5

58.2
40.4
71.4
62.3
48.6
65.5
60.3
82.0
56.7
62.5
68.6
52.9
45.1
63.2
62.0
45.3
41.1
71.6
48.4

61 
35 
50 
56 
43 
53
6 

54 
49 
38 
55 
59 
47 
52 
58 
60 
34 
57

50.3
34.1
65.8
47.8
46.5
48.7
50.6
74.0
54.1
51.5
64.4
43.2
42.7
58.9
57.5
37.0
29.8
65.7
33.2

60
27
54
55
53
52
15
49
50
33
56
57
43
45
59
62
28
61

West
Albuquerque, NM 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Long Beach, CA 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

58
15
9
62
3

23
4

45
48
26
53
61
30
31
59
55
20
51

Index of Dissimilarity, Black-White

Rank 1980 Rank

Notes: I. The index of dissimilarity ranges from 0 to 100 and measures the proportion of residents required to move 
in order achieve perfect integration.

2. Regional averages are unweighted.
Source: Kasarda, J.D. (1993). Urban Underclass Database. [Machine-readable data file and technical documentation.] 

Washington, D.C.: Urban Institute.



City

Northeast 
Boston, MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburgh, PA 
Portland, ME 
Providence, RI

Midwest 
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St. Louis, MO 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

32.5
66.6
12.2
54.8
55.6
12.2
31.1
40.3
29.3
3.2

22.8
27.6
46.9
25.4
32.2
28.2
47.6

33.0
39.8
33.9
43.8
22.1
6.9

63.0
0.1

21.8
26.8
23.1
6.5

12.1
0.3

45.5
17.4
10.8

27.6
22.5
26.7
0.4

33.8
0.4

25.3
58.3
37.8
24.0
0.7
11.9

32.3
67.1
12.4 
59.2 
63.4
14.2
31.9
43.6 
29.5 
3.4 

22.0 
28.1
55.7 
25.3 
34.1
29.7 
54.9

16
18
12
35
56

1
74
34
25
22
51
45
71
11
37
49

30
21
67
17
70
26
7
15
29
69
40

12.2
13.9
6.8
9.1
14.5
2.9
14.7
24.9
5.2
8.6
2.5
6.6

34.0
10.3
12.5
5.2

23.7

5.1
1.4
2.2 
0.3 
3.0 
0.7
10.2
13.3
8.2 
3.8 
0.4 
0.8

53 
50 
70 
41 
64 
13
9 
16 
40 
68 
59

43«5,110 
1,424,485 
190,580 
379,276 
163,463 
14,598 

941,865 
439 

181,401 
200,766 
197,144 
89,694 
51,050 

818 
423,289
69,684 
36,558

7,235,295
746.440 
79,293

615,218 
240,914 
13,824 

231,450 
137,835 
421,930
21,984 
143,833 
612,819 
167,899 
181,026 
101,877 
122,204 
410,618

4311349
256,536 
121,751

1.085 
95,150 

2,960 
2,254,576 

424.202
939,689 
179.690 

1,653
34,557

2 
24 
17 
30 
62
5 

73 
26 
22 
23 
43 
53 
72 
12 
50 
56

7 
46
8 

20 
65 
21 
34 
13 
60 
33
9 

29 
27 
38 
35 
14

19
36
71
41
67

1
11
6

28
69
58

South
Atlanta. GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR 
Louisville, KY 
Memphis, TN

TABLE DS 
Black Population, 1980-1990

303
25.5
30.7
1.5

38.9
0.9

28.8
58.5
39.9
25.9
1.1

14.6

34.5
39.0
37.9
46.5
22.5
7.1

75.7
0.4

22.5
29.5
30.5
10.7
13.1
0.7

47.4
19.7
11.2

2
47
6
4 

41 
20 
14
24 
62 
36 
27
8 

31 
19 
23
9

4.5
5.5 
4.0 
6.9 
1.8 
0.5 
4.2 
0.2 
2.4 
2.0 
0.5 
0.5 
2.1 
0.0 

10.3
1.4 
1.4

13.7
18.8
5.7
10.9
12.6
2.9
13.7
26.8
7.5
5.8
4.9
9.2

29.3
7.6
12.5
6.2

19.1

24
37
20
45
69
34
72
48
46
67
63
51
74
14
60
61

6 
33 
15 
11 
44 
10
3 

23 
31 
35 
17
2 
22 
12 
29
4

Metropolitan
Black Count 
1990 Rank

5.5
7.3
4.5
8.5
2.9
0.5
5.0
0.2
2.5
2.8
0.7
1.1
2.4
0.2

11.2
1.4
1.3

6.1
2.3
2.4
0.4
4.1
0.9

12.0
16.0
9.2
4.2
0.5
1.5

Suburbs
Percent of Population

1980 1990 Rank

Central City
Percent of Population 

1980 1990 Rank



City

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, Summary Tape file 3,1980 and 1990.

11.4
2.3
5.4
0.3
0.4
2.8

12.0
9.8
1.2

12.8
16.4
47.0
4.8
7.7
13.4
1.6
8.9

12.7
4.6
3.9
9.4
3.5

25.1
23.2
55.3
14.5
7.3

23.4
11.9 
10.0 
70.2
51.2

27.3
24.3
62.1
15.9
7.0

25.0
13.5
13.9
65.9
52.2

64
58
73
72
63
46
54
68
48
43
13
59
55
39
66
53
50
60
65
52
61

28
33
5

38
57
32
44
42
3
10

19.0
6.7
17.6
5.8
5.9
6.4
2.3

33.7
18.6
8.7

58
27
73
71
49
43
57
38
25
18
21
54
66
39
65
42
36
47
56
55
62

5
26
8

32
30
28
52

1
7
19

2,258,840 
14,466 
14,411
380.0 
1,302 
2,179 

94,989 
35,378 
25,711
70,911 

990,406 
303,632
77,934 
40,997 
98,245 
10,057 

157,495 
121,509
55,365 
41,632 
80,985 
20,856

398,424
152,302
447,178
100,587
88,915
184,087
57,683

408,647 
1,072,591

75,717

West
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson. AZ

Miami, FL
Nashville-Davidson, TN
New Orleans, LA
Oklahoma City, OK
San Antonio, TX
Tampa, FL
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA
Washington, DC
Wilmington, DE

TABLE D5
Black Population, 1980-1990

10.5
3.0
6.4
0.4
0.6
3.2

12.9
8.3
1.2

11.4
13.9
43.9
5.2
7.6
15.3
1.6
9.3
10.9
4.7
2.6
10.0
4.3

15.2
7.9

15.6
4.4
5.0
6.3
2.9

33.2
15.8
7.1

43
1.1
5.4
0.0
0.2
2.9
1.8
1.8
3.2
7.0
9.6
7.3
1.6
0.6
3.2
0.8
2.7
5.1
2.1
1.0
1.0
1.4

63 
64 
74 
70 
68 
42 
57 
59 
49
4 
18 
47 
55 
40 
66 
31 
37 
52 
54 
45 
61

16
32
10
39
44
25
51
15
3

48

Metropolitan
Black Count 
1990 Rank

4.6
1.5
6.4
0.2
0.3
2.5
3.0
1.5
4.5
7.0
9.0
8.2
2.1
0.7
4.3
0.8
3.9
4.8
2.7
1.6
1.9
1.3

Central City
Percent of Population

1980 1990 Rank

Suburbs
Percent of Population

1980 1990 Rank



Rank1980RankCity

Northeast 
Boston, MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburgh, PA 
Portland, ME 
Providence, RI

Midwest 
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St. Louis, MO 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR 
Louisville, KY

53 
73 
27 
7 
8 

61
70 
59
6 

31 
56 
19 
45 
37
9

72
17
74
43
46
49
28
18
30
57
33

54
18
56
60
62
55
57
35
13
41
28

TABLE D6 
Dependency Ratio, 1980-1990

29 
22
4 
66 
34
3 

67 
39 
23 
10 
52 
24 
35

1 
11 
21

46 
14 
15 
38 
43 
44 
20 
23 
31
27 
50 
17
2 
19 
32
7

69 
45 
67 
30 
21 
49 
66 
61
6 

63 
42 
25 
33 
24 
37

Suburbs
1990

38.6 %
34.2
40.2
30.4
40.1
39.0
38.3
42.8
40.0
37.4
39.6
38.6

39.6 %
39.8
39.6
40.7
34.6
38.4
42.0
32.9
38.9
39.4
39.5
37.0
39.7
37.8
43.8
40.5
37.0

37.8 %
38.4
31.9
39.8
40.5
38.7
36.4
30.4
36.4
41.9
38.9
35.1
39.3
38.3
38.8
40.3

36.4 %
30.6
39.2
26.5
37.0
36.7
36.0
37.9
39.1
37.8
34.9
37.6

383 %
37.8
38.9
40.9
32.8
37.6
41.6
32.4
37.1
38.7
39.9
35.5
38.4
37.5
41.9
39.7
39.0

36.6 %
35.4
30.5
38.1
40.2
40.1
34.0
31.5
34.6
40.5
37.7
34.9
39.1
36.7
37.4
40.0

38.7 %
39.1
40.7
38.5
40.5
39.9
38.2
38.2
42.2
38.6
39.0
38.6
41.7
45.0
40.1
39.4
37.3

383 %
37.9
41.9
36.6
39.3
37.8
40.0
36.4
40.0
52.0
37.8
39.0
42.4
44.7
40.5
39.0

38.6 %
39.5
39.1
40.8
37.5
40.9
52.4
38.9
38.7
38.5
41.4
39.5

37.5 %
36.8
39.0
38.9
37.1
36.9
36.9
38.4
38.2
37.6
37.9
36.4
38.8
44.3
38.6
37.5
41.1

36.2 %
33.8
36.8
34.8
37.7
38.3
36.5
34.9
35.5
41.2
35.1
36.9
38.0
37.4
38.1
37.1

36.9 %
36.0
38.7
35.8
35.7
35.5
36.0
35.8
37.3
39.4
37.0
37.8

Central City
1980 1990



Rank1980RankCity

I

35.8 %
36.2
33.4
37.1
37.0
38.6
35.1
38.8
33.5
36.3
36.1
37.2
38.2
37.0
38.0
39.0
33.8
32.3
37.2
38.0
33.0
37.1

20
12
60

5
32
15
36
42
63
68
13

37.4 %
42.1
33.4
37.2
42.7
39.2
36.0
39.3
35.6
36.3
35.0
35.6
42.9
39.0
35.8
44.4
38.0
35.0
36.2
35.4
37.3
40.9

36.5 %
40.3
32.9
40.3
42.7
36.4
35.1
41.8
35.7
36.1
36.6
34.5
40.5
38.2
36.8
44.8
37.0
33.4
31.1
33.1
35.7
40.9

37.1
37.8
37.1
38.0
37.3
38.8
42.6
39.9
36.1
32.4
34.9

39 
29 
36 
26 
34 
16
4 

12 
52 
73 
65

West
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

TABLE D6 
Dependency Ratio, 1980-1990

39.6
38.3
36.1
40.5
38.2
41.7
39.9
36.5
35.3
34.1
44.0

35.1 %
36.1
32.9
39.3
37.4
38.2
35.6
41.7
35.0
35.1
34.8
37.0
36.8
36.5
38.2
39.6
33.3
30.7
33.8
35.9
31.6
37.0

39.1
39.7
34.3
40.6
37.7
39.4
37.5
37.0
33.7
32.0
39.6

48
65
16
38
26
51

2
55
54
58
41
44
47
25
14
64
71
62
50
69
40

42.5
39.6
42.0
38.9
38.6
44.4
45.1
41.1
37.0
35.7
37.0

11
72 
10 
3

51
64

5 
58 
53 
48 
68
9 

22 
47

1
40 
70 
74
71 
59

8

Memphis. TN
Miami, FL 
Nashville-Davidson, TN 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX 
Tampa, FL
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA 
Washington, DC 
Wilmington, DE

Suburbs
1990

Central City
1980 1990

Note: Dependency ratio is defined as the percentage of the total population under age 18 and over age 64. 
Sources. U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982). Census of Population and Housing, 1980: Summary Tape File 3.

Washington, D.C.: U.S.G.P.O; U.S. Bureau of the Census (1991). Census of Population and Housing.
1990: Summary Tape File 3. Washington, D.C.: U.S.G.P.O.
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i

Central City
Total 1990 Rank

Northeast 
Boston, MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburgh, PA 
Portland, ME 
Providence, RI

Midwest
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati, OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St. Louis, MO 
Toledo. OH 
Wichita, KS

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR 
Louisville, KY

TABLE D7
Proportion of Households Headed by a Female, 1980-1990

22.2 %
36.0
16.2
32.5
25.7
18.3
20.1
24.8
19.4
16.6
16.9
17.0
21.9
19.4
21.2
24.9

26.6 %
29.7
28.0
18.9
36.2
15.6
25.8
40.1
27.3
24.2
21.5
25.7

30.0 %
32.1
34.4
20.5
46.0
16.4
29.0
40.9
31.8
29.6
21.9
29.4

293 %
31.1
33.7
36.6
23.6
18.6
45.9
13.0
21.0
24.4
31.5
24.0
20.8
13.3
37.0
23.7
16.8

25.8 %
41.6
19.4
38.9
33.2
23.1
21.3
29.2
22.8
20.4
19.2
22.7
29.5
19.5
22.0
28.9

780,291
37,788
27,164
1,466

14,505
4,165

508,463
25,899
121,135
26,057
3,246
10,403

768,497
36,577 
20,407 
68,008 
22,391
3,521 

22,063
5,570 

54,434 
25,986 
21,348 
89,049 
14,471 
32,715 
10,081 
19,641

678,769 
197,631 
28,084 
45,455 
35,785
9,170 

113,553
2,304 

39,813 
36,421 
47,619 
34,018 
17,713
3,473 

33,930 
20,173 
13,627

18
41
6
35
69
36 
65 
7
31
38 
5
53
23 
59 
45

2
27
12
20 
60 
4
72
16
19
11
21
49 
70 
22
43
55

17
28
74
52
67
1
32
3
30
71
58

12.0 %
14.0
11.2
10.4
11.3
9.5
13.5
13.4
12.5
11.5
11.0
13.0

13.2 %
14.7
11.6
13.2
13.1
13.3
13.9
16.5
12.2
11.9
11.6
11.9
17.0
12.3
13.3
14.7

113 %
12.0
13.3
13.8
11.5
9.7

14.1
9.8

11.4
11.3
9.6
10.7
10.7
6.1
14.2
10.9
8.4

Suburbs
Total 1990 Rank

899,755
102,369
11,578 
59,348 
21,413
7,481 

30,021 
16,022 
55,348
1,957

29,208 
54,000 

8,986 
9,306
12,450 
28,201

663,614 
146,918 
42,430 
64,333 
22,591
5,348 

124,646
1,946 

20,810 
43,970 
21,225 
66,284
8,949
651

81,249 
8,024 
4,240

604374
186,705
29,966
4,148

33,695
6,167

45,438
66,246
119,080
79,363
5,688

28,078

3
26
16
40
66
5

71
44
24
43
13
58
74
8 

60 
68

7 
54 
17 
42 
62 
33 
46 
18 
70 
35 
19 
57 
56 
51 
36

2 
34 
69 
31 
64 
23 
14
6 
9 

65 
37

243 %
27.0
26.3
28.3
20.8
16.0
33.0
11.3
18.1
19.4
23.5
19.6
17.5
12.0
30.3
18.5
14.5

11.1 %
12.7
8.7
11.5
11.3
10.6
12.4
14.3
10.2
9.2
8.9
8.0

14.1
12.3
11.9
11.7

9.4 %
10.2
10.8
11.1
9.7
8.3

11.8
8.2
9.4
8.9
8.1
9.1
9.2
6.0
11.9
8.9
7.4

133 %
15.1
12.7
11.3
12.7
9.6
14.2
15.2
13.4
13.9
11.7
13.8
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Memphis, TN
Miami, FL
Nashville-Davidson, TN
New Orleans, LA
Oklahoma City, OK
San Antonio, TX
Tampa, FL
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA
Washington, DC
Wilmington, DE

Central City
Total 1990 Rank

24.6
23.2
18.8
29.8
15.1
17.9
21.4
14.6
13.3
35.7
34.4

17.4
13.9
16.2
14.3
14.6
21.9
22.8
15.9
17.6
21.0
31.1
16.8
19.0
23.5
17.3
17.7
21.0
15.4
14.4
18.0
19.7

32.5
28.4
22.6
37.9
18.4
21.8
24.8
18.2
11.9
39.2
36.6

391,631 
17,410 
7,983 
3,534 
4,743 
2,007 

24,215 
19,307 
13,999 
11,584 
20,282 
26,400 
41,758 
19,899 
20,695

6,500 
44,672 
30,272 
28,724
7,936 

20,453 
19,258

50,360
24,103
28,426
45,240
21,682
50,628
17,229
17,817
12,287
48,432

6,031

50
61
68
66
73
33
46
54
57
42
29
15
44
39
63
14
24
25
62
40
47

11.6
15.0
10.0
12.2
10.5
8.6

11.0
8.1

18.4
12.9
11.2

13.7
19.3
11.4
17.1
13.3 
11.0 
13.0
10.2
19.4
14.2 
13.0

868368 
7,424 
7,983 

784 
4,901 

707 
42,118 
14,035 
12,102 
22,190 

318,921 
65,115 
42,467 
34,572 
39,310 
26,715 
49,063 
30,031 
22,869 
68,678 
50,049

8,334

14,899
77,433
15,967
36,152
18,569
11,720
66,329

9,963
52,781 

132,940 
15,314

63
61
72
67
73
27
50
52
41

1
15
25
30
28
38
22
32
39
11
21
59

49
10
47
29
45
53
12
55
20
4

48

9
34
26
13
37
8

51
48
56
10
64

12.2 %
12.1
11.5
7.6

10.0
7.3

10.6
10.4
10.7
11.6
16.0
13.4
9.8

10.9
12.8
9.7

12.7
12.7
12.6
12.3
10.5
8.8

West 
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson. AZ

TABLE D7
Proportion of Households Headed by a Female, 1980-1990

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982). Census of Population and Housing, 1980: Summary Tape File 3.
Washington, D.C.: U.S.G.P.O; U.S. Bureau of the Census (1991). Census of Population and Housing, 1990: 
Summary Tape File 3. Washington, D.C.: U.S.G.P.O.

13.7 %
13.7
13.9
8.5

10.9
11.2
13.4
13.8
10.8
14.1
17.2
14.7
12.7
11.8
15.1
11.9
13.9
13.5
12.8
12.8
12.2
11.4

18.1 % 19.5 %
15.5
11.5 
13.0 
13.1
10.2
18.6
18.7
14.8 
17.0 
20.2
28.3
13.9
17.2
19.6
14.9
16.6
20.9
14.4
13.9
16.8
15.3

Suburbs
1990 Total 1990 Rank



1980Metropolitan Area

-3.6

Percent Teen Births
1988 Rank Change

Midwest
Chicago, IL 
Cincinnati. OH 
Cleveland, OH 
Columbus, OH 
Des Moines, IA 
Detroit, MI 
Fargo, ND 
Indianapolis, IN 
Kansas City, MO 
Milwaukee, WI 
Minneapolis, MN 
Omaha, NE 
Sioux Falls, SD 
St. Louis, MO 
Toledo, OH 
Wichita, KS

South
Atlanta, GA 
Austin, TX 
Baltimore, MD 
Birmingham, AL 
Charleston, WV 
Charlotte, NC 
Columbia, SC 
Dallas, TX 
El Paso, TX 
Fort Worth, TX 
Houston, TX 
Jackson, MS 
Jacksonville, FL 
Little Rock, AR
Louisville, KY

Northeast 
Boston, MA 
Buffalo, NY 
Burlington, VT 
Hartford, CT 
Manchester, NH 
New York, NY 
Newark, NJ 
Philadelphia, PA
Pittsburgh, PA 
Portland, ME 
Providence, RI

16.4
16.3
17.2
14.1 
16.0 
15.0
14.4
14.7
18.1
20.5
17.6
20.3
19.1
16.9 
18.0 
16.0

13.S
12.8
13.3
15.2
12.1
14.9
14.1
13.2
14.2
12.3
14.1
12.8

16.3
17.1
16.7
14.7
15.8
16.6
15.0
16.1
16.3
16.8
15.8
16.4
18.2
17.9
16.4
16.3
18.9

17.1
17.3
17.7
16.2
15.4
12.0
15.9
15.9
19.1
22.7
18.8
18.6
16.9
18.1
16.0
13.9

15.6
15.0
13.9
15.9
14.4
17.7
17.1
15.7
16.1
12.4
14.9
14.4

16.4
17.5
16.3
14.9
16.0
15.3
15.3
14.3
16.0
16.3
16.0
16.8
16.9
15.9
16.2
16.3
17.8

24
21
44
61
77
54
55
7
1
8

12
33
16
49
74

65
73
56
68
20
27
57
45
76
67
69

17.1
17.4
15.0
16.7
17.2
16.4
19.7
15.2
19.2
15.3
17.9
16.6
19.4
19.0
18.3
18.9

14.4
15.3
16.9
14.2
15.3
12.6
13.7
8.5
18.5
16.1
13.5
9.6
13.8
10.2
15.9
16.0
15.7

12.5
10.3
11.8
11.9
11.4
9.6
12.9
13.4
14.4
11.6
12.8
12.5

13.5
13.4
12.2
13.0
14.7
15.1
16.7
12.5
14.1
14.8
13.7
13.4
16.2
15.3
15.5
16.2

9.7
7.6

10.6
7.9
8.5
6.9

10.1
9.5
11.4
9.4
9.0
10.6

39
17
40
29
48
34
77
11
33
31
74
52
65
27
16
41

25 
38 
30
13
10
2 

35
19
12 
21
26
4
8
6
3

71
50
70
67
73
54
58
46
59
63
51

TABLE D8 
Metropolitan Birth Rate, 1980-1988

0.7 
1.0 
0.4
2.1 
-0.7 
-3.0
1.4
1.2 
1.0 
2.2
1.2 

-1.8 
-2.2
1.3 

-2.0 
-2.1

11.7
12.1
14.3
12.1
13.0
11.1
12.5
5.5

15.0
12.6
12.7
6.8

10.4
8.7

13.2
14.4
12.1

-3.6
-4.0
-2.8
-3.7
-2.5

-3.0
-2.7
-5.1
-0.6
-4.2
-3.2
-3.3
-3.7
-2.8
-2.8

0.1
0.5 
-0.4 
0.2 
0.1
-1.3
0.3 
-1.9 
-0.3 
-0.5
0.2 
0.5
-1.3 
-2.0 
-0.2
0.0 
-1.1

-2.7 
-3.1 
-2.6 
-2.2 
-2.3
-1.5 
-1.2 
-3.0 
-3.5 
-3.4 
-0.8
-2.8 
-3.4 
-1.5 
-2.7

-2.8 
-2.6 
-1.2 
-4.0 
-2.9
-2.7 
-2.8 
-3.9 
-3.0
-2.2 
-3.9
-2.0

23
41
66
50
63
62
72
46
40
48
35
32
51
43
42
18

2.1
2.2
0.6
0.7
2.3
2.8
2.9
2.5
1.9
0.1
0.8
1.6

Live Births per 1,000
1980 1988 Rank Change



1988 Rank ChangeMetropolitan Area

17.2
18.4
22.5
18.1
18.7
19.9
16.8
19.7
18.5
16.6
17.8
14.9
17.7
16.2
16.3
26.5
16.5
12.5
16.5
16.2
14.6
16.8

18.1
13.8
15.2
18.5
18.0
18.9
11.6
17.2
16.9
14.6
15.0

18.7
17.5
19.6
14.4
15.9
17.0
16.9
20.3
17.7
16.4
20.5
16.9
18.7
15.1
17.0
20.8
18.7
14.3
18.1
18.3
15.4
17.3

18.4
16.9
15.9
17.3
15.6
18.6
13.7
15.7
18.6
16.8
16.0

22
6 

70 
53 
28 
30
5 
19 
38
4

31 
10 
64 
29
2
9 

71 
17 
15 
60
25

14
34
52
26
59
11
75
58
13
37
47

13.5
17.3
10.4
12.6
12.5
12.5
12.9
17.5
11.3
16.8
14.5
11.8
16.9
12.0
14.0
11.3
12.9
8.4

12.1
11.6
9.6
14.5

10.7
13.6
8.4
9.2
11.4
12.5
10.1
15.3
9.2
13.7
11.5
8.7

13.6
9.8
11.2
9.8
10.0
6.4
8.3
8.5
7.5

13.1

18.0
10.9
14.5
15.3
14.6
16.1
14.1
13.9
12.3
9.0

12.1

1 
49 
15
7 
14
5 
18 
20 
37 
62 
42

0.3
3.1 
0.7 
-1.2 
-2.4 
-0.3
2.2 
-1.5
1.6 
2.1 
1.0

20.0
15.7
17.9
18.2
17.2
18.5
18.5
17.9
17.1
12.5
15.7

24
68
60
45
36
53
9

61
22
44
64
23
56
47
57
55
76
69
66
72
28

-2.0
-4.8
-3.4
-2.8
-2.7
-2.4
-4.4
-4.0
-4.8
-3.5
-3.7

West 
Albuquerque, NM 
Anchorage, AK 
Billings, MT 
Boise City, ID 
Cheyenne, WY 
Denver, CO 
Fresno, CA 
Honolulu, HI 
Las Vegas, NV 
Los Angeles, CA 
Oakland, CA 
Phoenix, AZ 
Portland, OR 
Sacramento, CA 
Salt Lake City, UT 
San Diego, CA 
San Francisco, CA 
San Jose, CA 
Santa Ana, CA 
Seattle, WA 
Tucson, AZ

Memphis, TN
Miami, FL 
Nashville-Davidson, TN 
New Orleans, LA 
Oklahoma City, OK 
San Antonio, TX
Tampa, FL
Tulsa, OK
Virginia Beach, VA
Washington, DC 
Wilmington, DE

TABLE D8
Metropolitan Birth Rate, 1980-1988

1.5 
-0.9 
-3.0 
-3.7 
-2.8 
-2.9 
0.1 
0.6 

-0.8 
-0.1
2.7 
2.0 
1.0 

-1.1
0.7 

-5.7
2.2 
1.8 
1.6 
2.1 
0.8 
0.5

-2.8 
-3.8 
-2.0 
-3.4 
-1.1 
-0.1 
-2.8 
-2.2 
-2.1 
-3.2 
-3.0 
-3.1 
-3.3 
-2.2 
-2.8 
-1.6 
-2.9 
-2.1 
-3.9 
-3.1
-2.1

Percent Teen Births 
1980

Live Births per 1,000
1980 1988 Rank Change

Source. Vital Statistics of the United States, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 1980 and 1988.
















































































































































































































































































































































































